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This volume presents a set ‘of-Reiadings on the sociology of the 
family, Its main emphasis is оплату systems of the kind which 
occur in Western industrial seciety, and on the problems which 
any rigorous study of them inevitably involves. The geographical 
exclusiveness of this volume does not mean that I think we can 
fully understand the wide variations that are found in the family 
systems of Western societies by looking at them in isolation from 
the rest of the world. Rather, what is being suggested is that we 
must not merely try to place Western family types in certain 
broad theoretical boxes which they share with many other socie- 
ties, but also must recognize that these societies have certain 
special characteristics and that, in consequence, hypotheses and 
methodological tools have to be somewhat more refined and more 
elaborate if we are to understand the variation in patterns of 
family relationships which obtain within the Western types 
themselves. This volume gives some idea of how far we have come 
along this road. A forthcoming volume in the Penguin series will 
set these Western systems in their broad cross-cultural setting. 
The family in these societies remains a vitally important ele- 
ment in social structure, Its members bear prime responsibility 
for both the timing and number of conceptions of new members 
of the society, and for their nurture and early socialization. It is 
the normal unit in which resources are pooled and distributed 
for consumption, around which residence is organized and do- 
mestic tasks performed. Its members аге for each other the prin- 
cipal source of affective and ascriptive relationships in an 
otherwise predominantly competitive society. To them falls also 
the main burden of meeting the many idiosyncratic needs of 
society’s members which fall outside the scope of bureaucrati- 
cally organized agencies. The family in these societies is, in sum, 
a collectivity which makes multiple and pressing demands on 
almost every individual, demands which inevitably influence his 
ability to participate in and meet the role demands of other col- 
lectivities of which he is a member. No social organization which 
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is associated with such emotive issues as ‘love’, marriage and 
‘the home’, and with such frequent matters of social concern as 
divorce, child rearing or sexual compatibility can be considered 
as unimportant in the layman’s definition of his social world, nor 
in the sociologist’ s field of potential topics for research. 

Yet, in spite ‘of its apparent #mportance, and in spite of its 
many challenging unsolved preolems, the reputation of the 
sociology of the family among’ professional sociologists is still 
rather low. Many see it as an academic deadend which contri- 
butes little or nothing of importance to the discipline as a 
whole; as concentrating on trivial and value-laden problems 
of more concern to journalism or social work than ‘hard’ 
sociology; as methodologically naive and conceptually under- 
developed. 

It is indeed certainly true that the sociology of the family took 
much longer than most other fields to escape from a past domina- 
ted by impressionistic ethnography and a concern with social 
problems shot through with preconceptions, into a new ‘scientific’ 
approach pushing towards explanatory theory-building and based 
on rigorous hypothesis testing. Only recently has it begun to 
break free into a theoretical and methodological style of its own 
adapted to the problems with which it must grapple. For, far 
more than most of its critics have realized, one reason for (ће “= 
slow development of a rigorous and challenging sociology of the 
family lies in problems largely unique to the very nature of its ' ~ 
topic of study. 

One source of difficulty lies in the special force in this field of 
the paradox with which every sociologist has to contend, namely, 
that he knows at the outset too much about what he is supposed 
to be studying. Normally he has been and still is a fully participa- 
ting member, in the society he is studying, of a family unit of his 
own. He has been socialized from birth into certain beliefs about 
the family, and has internalized his society’s rules. Thus he finds 
it difficult to stand back, view the family critically from without, 
and see beneath the manifest structures and functions of the 
system to the constraints which lie behind the traditional and 
normatively prescribed patterns he knows so well. Contrast, 
Say, the industrial sociologist, who comes to an organization 
а stranger to many of its empirical features and must turn im- 
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mediately to his sociologically trained perceptions for guides by 
which to,order what he observes. 

А second source of difficulty is closely related to the first. 
Because the family sociologist is so deeply involved in the system, 
and because family values have such strong, emotionally charged 
moral overtones, it is hard for kim to view family behaviour in a 
value-free way. As a citizen ће has learned to see certain forms 
of behaviour as social problems. Ые has thus found it very diffi- 
cult to see behind these to the sociological problems, and too 
often has gone on to pose these problems in commonplace, 
man-in-the-street terms. He has tried to answer the question 
‘Why do divorces occur?’ without asking the prior and more 
general question, why should couples want to stay married. He 
has asked whether industrialization is breaking up the kinship 
system, without asking first why actors should be committed 
to relationships with kin anyway. Societal pressures for quick 
solutions to problems that are themselves usually seen from the 
standpoint of a traditional consensus only present a further 
obstacle. 

A third set of problems concerns respondents. The culture _ 
defines family relationships as intimate and personal matters, 
and many respondents are naturally reluctant to be interviewed 
about their family lives. It smacks of the worst kind of nosey- 
parkerism. The strong normative overtones which characterize 
family roles may also affect data reliability, with respondents 
tending to conceal serious tensions and to reply in terms of what 
they perceive as socially approved behaviour. 

In addition to these problems of research method, there are 
major theoretical difficulties. Firstly, unlike most other social 
organizations, individual nuclear families have а life-cycle 
typically advancing from courtship, to marriage, to child rearing, 
to children leaving home, and then to dissolution. This poses 
many interesting research problems, but these in turn demand 
theoretical and conceptual frameworks capable of handling them; 
we are not often in sociology concerned with exploring the 
establishment, dissolution and orderly change in the organiza- 
tions we study. The life-cycle also means that we usually cannot 
analyse the family, only the family at a particular point in the 
life-cycle, and the changes between these points. The impact of 
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social change will vary with the family’s life-cycle stage, as well as 
with the actor who is under consideration. Moreover, many of the 
variations in relational patterns that we must explain are not so 
much qualitative differences as variations in the timing of well- 
nigh universal increases or-decreases in the intensity of an actor’s 
involvement in a particular role, А 

Secondly, the family, unlike most other social organizations, 
largely lacks both clearly indentifiable boundaries and formal 
structure, and any one set of clearly specified functions; in other 
words, it lacks the conceptual benchmarks on which we usually 
base our analysis of difference and change. Instead, the kinship 
system is best seen as a recruitment base, organized around blood 
and marriage ties, with its theoretically almost infinite expansion 
limited only by intermarriage. It is a base from which, in different 
societies and different sub-groups within societies, different in- 
dividuals at different periods of their lives, as a response to vary- 
ing needs and constraints, come to interact with each other with 
varying degrees of frequency and affective content. It provides, 
to a widely diverse extent, almost any conceivable function, 
while sharing most functions with other organizations or primary 
groups. As a result of this variation, any one set of descriptive 
categories – which may be ideally suited for the analysis of one 
family system at one stage of the life-cycle in one place at one 
time — may be totally unsuited for the analysis in anything like 
its full subtlety of the same system at another time, and of ade- 
quately exploring the intervening changes. The only possible 
solution for this is to take each dyadic relationship separately, 
and to explore it over its normal life-cycle. 

Finally, families are made up of small groups, and some of 
these groups in some cultures and sub-cultures perform important 
affective functions for their members. In many cultures, including 
most traditional societies, this fact need concern the sociologist 
but little, since role performance is fairly rigorously controlled 
by normative sanctions from without, and by internalization of a 
relatively homogeneous and traditional culture. In addition, 
because the family in these societies usually lays relatively 
greater stress on instrumental rather than affective functions, 
interpersonal compatibility of an affective kind is less important. 
But modern Western societies are rather different. Because they 
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are heterogeneous and changing societies, there is considerable 
normative uncertainty. Nuclear family units are relatively insu- 
lated from all but very vague supervision and control of their 
behaviour by outsiders. The adequate performance of emotional 
functions is a primary criterion bys whieh the nuclear family’s 
success is judged. All these differences obviously vary in inci- 
dence from sub-culture to sub-culture even within Western 
societies, and the reasons fer this are obviously a research issue. 
But the consequence is a much greater degree of variability in 
family patterns even within socio-economic and life-cycle sub- 
aggregates than is the case in traditional societies. Even where 
normative controls and reference groups are important in in- 
fluencing behaviour, one still has to ask how and why their in- 
fluence is being maintained. The differing role demands that are 
made on different individuals from outside the family, and the 
different resources that each can muster for the implicit or explicit 
bargaining process by which the precise pattern of any individual 
family relationship is increasingly determined, are among the 
other major sources of the variations that must be explained. Be- 
cause these role demands and resources are largely socially 
determined, their mode of operation becomes a major focus of 
the sociological study of the family. Under certain circumstances, 
too, some social-psychological variables come to play a much 
greater part in determining the precise patterns of relationships 
observed, and these, or at least the situations under which they 
operate in any particular way, also become a topic of concern. 

These would have been formidable problems for any area of 
sociology to overcome, That they were only really tackled so 
recently can, I think, be related to at least two sets of factors. 
Firstly, it was only from the later 1950s, when social action and 
interpersonal attraction theories, and role bargaining and 
exchange perspectives began to reach a more advanced degree 
of formalization, that many of the necessary theoretical tools 
became available. Further advances in some areas still await 
further development of one or other of these approaches. 

One might, however, have expected that the sociology of the 
family would have pioneered some of these new or revamped 
perspectives, rather than, with notable exceptions, waiting for 
their development elsewhere. That this did not happen can 
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probably be attributed to the two dominant focuses of those en- 
gaged in research in this field until comparatively recenjly. On 
the one hand were those whose research was oriented with at 
least one eye to social improvement or moral guidance. The 
disadvantages of this approach I have already discussed, but this 
concern with problems did make its contribution, because it 
encouraged quantitative empiricalresearch, though usually on 
samples limited to one class or group. It also encouraged a focus 
on processes of interaction within nuclear family units. 

On the other hand were those who were primarily influenced by 
social anthropological perspectives and techniques. The best of 
this group (though they are still perhaps a minority, given the 
continuing emphasis in social anthropology on the study of a 
culture rather than on the study of a theoretically interesting 
problem) did aim at developing theoretical propositions to explain 
what they found. But their focus was usually, and perhaps 
necessarily, broadly cross-cultural and thus tended to stress the 
similarities rather than the differences between the family patterns 
found within Western industrial societies. The rest, when they 
studied Western societies, focused mainly on a descriptive 
community-study approach which, while it provided a mass of 
data, was seldom integrated into any wider theoretical frame- 
work, and often totally unrelated in coverage or indices to any 
other piece of research, In addition, their perspectives and re- 
search methods, developed for very different societies, were not 
easily adaptable to a heterogeneous and changing society where 
the main focus of theoretical interest was the variation between 
and within social groups and sub-cultures. In a society where 
normative pressures were only of a very generalized kind, where 


1 i plicit assumptions of consensus 
were obviously inadequate on their own. 


Equally inadequate taken alone, for a scientifically oriented 
discipline in a heterogeneous society, were research methods 


based almost wholly on impressionistic observation supplemented 
by largely unstructured interviews and chats with ‘key infor- 
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mants’. Such techniques make it difficult for anyone except the 
researcher to probe assumptions and preconceptions, to criticize 
indicators, or to assess the viability of possible alternative 
interpretations. All of which is not to say, however, that such 
methods will not continue to have æ role, particularly for ex- 
ploratory purposes. ера 

The Readings in this volume, show many traces of this diverse 
methodological and theoretigal past. There are representatives 
of both the holistic structural and normative anthropological 
tradition, and of the newer approaches based on actor-focused, 
life-cycle/exchange/social psychological perspectives. Their dif- 
ferent points of emphasis and contributions are often instructive, 
with the former typically pointing to the broad framework of 
constraints, normative and otherwise, within which the latter 
can explore the considerable variations. The methodological 
range is as large, from the almost purely impressionistic to the 
rigorously mathematical. Most of the writings І have selected 
have in common, however, some attempt to be cumulatively 
theory-building, to seek explanation within a broader conceptual 
framework than that of the situation under discussion. Those 
that do not, seem important because they provide valuable data 
or insights or point to difficulties or inconsistencies that have still 
to be overcome. 

Too often in sets of Readings, it seems to me, the student is 
presented with only one position over a wide range of issues. 
These positions then appear as the unique truth handed down 
from above. Unfortunately, at least in the sociology of the 
family, the true situation is not like this. There are controversies 
and unsolved problems. Here, then, I have limited the coverage 
toasmaller number of what I see as important issues at the present 
time. Where divergent views exist, I have tried to produce a 
challenge to the reader by showing him these controversies either 
by including at least brief observations from both sides of an 
argument, or by presenting criticisms which seem to point to the 
need for future research, or by producing papers whose authors 
point clearly to such a need. 

After an opening section which attempts to show at least some- 
thing of the diversity of family patterns and of changes which we 
have to explain, the volume is organized around the patterns and 
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content of dyadic family relationships at points in the life-cycle, 
looking in turn at relationships of adults with parents, siblings and 
wider kin, at the married couple in courtship, on-going marriage 
and dissolution, and at their relationships with their small 
children. CVs 
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Part One É 
Change and Diverstty in Family Systems 


The Introduction pointed out that the Western industrial family 
has a number of characteristics which differentiate it sharply 
from family systems of the type usually found in pre-industrial 
societies, The excerpts from Arensberg and Kimball’s classic 
study when contrasted with the rest of the volume clearly show 
many of these differences. Here we have in Ireland a family 
system where each role is precisely defined by long tradition, 
where the family and economic systems are intimately related, 
and where economic and community sanctions of the greatest 
severity are imposed on those who deviate from the normatively 
sanctioned patterns. 

Parsons (Reading 2) is implicitly contrasting the family patterns 
of Western industrial employees with those of something like the 
Irish type. He argues that industrialization removes many 
functions from the family. But, in contrast to earlier views which 
tended to see this as part of a general decline in the family 
(Ogburn, 1938; Zimmerman, 1947), he proposes that an industrial 
society still logically requires a stable family system to maintain 
balanced personalities in the men who are subject to its 
competitive demands, and to ensure the successful socialization 
of new members of the society. However, Parsons argues, the 
demands of the occupational system that the individual be totally 
committed to it and be prepared therefore to be both 
geographically and socially mobile do imply that adults’ 
involvement in their wider kinship system beat a low level. It is 
for these reasons that urban-industrial societies are typified by 
relatively stable but isolated nuclear family units (and see the 
discussion in Part Two). 

Linton (Reading 3) agrees with Parsons that the isolated 


nuclear family is becoming dominant, but, approaching the 
problem from an individual rather than a functionalist, system- 
based standpoint, he argues that these changes follow from the 
fact that industrialization allows both men and women greater 
freedom from the normative and direct economic control of 
others. In consequence, the individual is able, within limits, to 
vary his family relationships at his,own instigation. This leads 
Linton to stress much more than Parsons the potential fragility 
of, and tensions involved in, family relationships in modern 
industrial societies. 

Reading 4 from Kerr’s study of a Liverpool dock area, and 
Reading 5 from Klein’s commentary on Dennis, Henriques and 
Slaughter’s comprehensive and insightful study of a mining 
town, remind us that even within industrial societies not all 
families conform to Parsons’s isolated companionate type. In 
these areas, social and geographical mobility are rare, there is a 
long history of economic uncertainty, and both men and women 
are unwilling or unable to break away on marriage from their 4 
pre-existing close relationships with friends and kin (compare 

· for one explanation Reading 16). 

Parsons’s writings, and those of earlier authors, set off a mass 
of research into the impact of industrialization on family systems 
(excellently summarized in Goode, 1963a) which suggested, in 
general, that modernization has tended to break up traditional 
kinship systems, and that it is indeed followed by some 
convergence onto a family system of a more nuclear type. Just 
what processes are involved remains, however, obscure (but see 
Goode, 1963b, and the intelligent discussion in Harris, 1969, pp. 
97-148). 

Most of the research on this topic falls outside the geographical 
scope of this volume, and the impact of industrialization on 
Western family systems has been little explored. Anderson 
(Reading 6) compares patterns of co-residence in pre-industrial 
and industrializing England with those of the present day. 
Pre-industrial patterns were predominantly nuclear (and compare 
for traditional societies, for example, Nimkoff and Middleton, 
1960). The problems and potentialities offered by industrialization 
seem here to have actually strengthened bonds between parents 
and their married children. ОР course, co-residence is not 
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necessarily a valid indicator of the affective or even of the 

functional significance of kinship (see Part Two), but in this case 

there is reason to believe that it does tell us something of 

theoretical interest, at least for the poorer section of the 

population. ву" се 

|: • 
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1 С.М. Arensberg and S. Т. Kimball 
The Small Farm Family in Rural Ireland 


Excerpts from С. M. Arensberg and. T. Kimball, 
Family and Community in Ireland, Harvard University Press, 2nd edn, 
1968, pp. 59-60, 45-56, 63-147. (Ist edn, 1940.) 

е 


О 


The relations of the members of the farm family аге best de- 
scribed in terms of the patterns which uniformity of habit and 
association build up. They are built up within the life of the 
farm household and its daily and yearly work. The relations of 
the fathers to sons and mothers to sons fall repeatedly into reg- 
ular and expectable patterns of this kind that differ very little 
from farm to farm. 

If we are to understand them, then, we must trace them out 
of this setting and see in what manner they offer us explanation 
of Irish rural behavior. In terms of a formal sociology, such as 
Simmel might give us, the position of the parents is one of extreme 
superordination, that of the children of extreme subordination. 
The retention of the names ‘boy’ and ‘girl’ reflects the latter 
position. Sociological adulthood has little to do with physiological 
adulthood. Age brings little change of modes of address and ways 
of treating and regarding one another in the relationships within 
the farm family. The relative positions of the parties must be 
stated in terms of the events taking place between them. These 
events run over the years and redefine relationships in their course. 
This kind of development characterizes and gives form to family 
relations and to the farm family itself. 

The long years of intimate association in the acts and events of 
а common life build up very complete adaptations and very close 
emotional bonds among all those who share the life together. 
The bonds must be compatible; adjustment is made all round, 
again through gradual habituation. Otherwise conflict is ready 
to set off young against old, men against women, persons against 
one another. There is reciprocity of obligation and expectancy. 

But the point of interest here is that it is the bonds that must be 
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dealt with for understanding, not anything within them or the 
activities associated with them. Here there is an absolute co- 
incidence of ‘social’ and ‘economic’ factors within single rela- 
tionships. In the case of a small farmer and his son, there is only 
one relationship; to separate their social from their economic 
activities is meaningless. They are one in fact, and, as far as the 
peasants are concerned, they are one in name, 

Thus any of the words designating status in the relationship, 
such as father, son, Owner, employee, heir, etc., might well be 
used, but in actual practice the first two of them are sufficient to 
cover all the activities of the relationship. Only the statuses of 
father and son are distinguished by the country people. These 
words are the only designations of status that are to be heard 
among them. All others are unnecessary. They are not part of 
the experience of the small farmers except as they become so 
when the outside world breaks in. Consequently, terms designat- 
ing status are not to be understood or interpreted on a basis of 
а priori or philological Meaning, but as references to the events іп 
connexion with which they were used. [...] 


At crucial points in the annual round we have sketched out, the 
whole family lends its labor. Particularly at the turf making, 
the hay saving and the potato planting, all members work to- 
gether in bog, garden or meadow. Though tasks vary according 
to age, sex and relative Status, the group works in a unison of 


children, are working in unison are also those in which the great- 
est speed is needed. At such times the pattern of daily household 
activity suffers; the regularities belonging to it are transferred 
to the field. Tea and bread, and perhaps sometimes heavier fare, 
make their appearance at the regular times, no longer within the 
house but on the edge of bog or meadow, 

Within this concerted effort, a division of labor between the 
sexes and upon the basis of age appears. The division, however, 
is not confined entirely to farm work. It covers the whole field 
of the behavior of the individual. It divides obligations, duties, 
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sentimegts and values of the group, and is enforced by the group. 
It pertains both among the members of the family groups and in 
the community at large. It controls individual action and attitudes 
and gives a standard of comparison between one’s own farm 
work and that of one’s fellows. The interests and the desires of 
the individual concur in large measure with the norm, and he 
finds reward and pleasure in it» He can rely upon similar obliga- 
tions and duties toward himself on fhe part of others. 

The greatest scope and variation in activity which we have seen 
to fall to the lot of the male takes its form in part from his 
relationship to the others of the household. On the normal farm 
there is an adult male farmer who is husband, father and owner 
of the farm. Within the group he has the controlling role, subject 
to conventional restrictions of his authority. In farm work, as 
we have seen, he directs the activity of the family as it works in 
concert. In his special province he looks after and cares for the 
cattle, has full control over them, and takes complete charge of 
buying and selling them. He disposes of the income they bring 
in. But all this he is obliged to do in the interests of his wife and 
children. Should ће fail to get a good price or prove a bad judge : 
of cattle or handle them badly, his wife and children are entitled @ : 
to a just anger against him. * 

As we have seen, all the work requiring heavy effort in garden 109 
and field falls to his lot. He makes and tends the drains, fences, [8 


barns and shelters, which protect both cattle and garden рго- 
duce. He works the fields and gardens with plough, mower, ћаг- 
row and spade. All the agricultural implements and the heavy 
work involved in their use and in the use of the horse are his 
Province, 

The produce which such work assures is his to be disposed of, 
as is all income derived from it. He may order it as he sees fit; 
yet his first charge is to the family he heads. The division of in- 
come between household needs and the demands of farm and 
livestock springs from his decisions; yet it is a matter of nice 
adjustment between himself and his wife in favor of the group as 2 
a whole. Custom and his own desire demand that he provide fone’ 1 
his household to the best of his ability. Though he can make w. R 
disposal he will of the funds earned by the labor of the гтоџр, 
his wife and children can expect as of right that he shall makê 
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for the family as a whole in which each member receives his 
share. For the work of his wife is complementary to his, and 
in its own sphere of as great importance to the livelihood and 
the organization of the family unit. While he may demand and 
expect of his wife that she fulfill her household duties, so may 
she demand and expect that he fulfill his in the management and 
working of the farm and in providing for herself and the chil- 
dren. ~ с 

As regards income, all money derived from the sale of eggs 
and butter, the chief concern of the woman beyond the house it- 
self, belongs to her to dispose of as she sees fit. Yet the fruits of 
her labors are also subject to the needs of the family unit, hus- 
band and children. 

The division of labor between the sexes arises within a field 
of larger interests and obligations. It is part of the behavior 
expected reciprocally of husband and wife. It is a functional ele- 
ment of their relationship within the family. 

The training each sex receives from childhood in farm work 
reflects this fact. Each learns his or her part in farm economy, 
not as a vocational preparation but as a making ready for таг- 
riage. The boy acquires his man’s skills and techniques for the 
farm and farm family he may head himself some day; the girl 
learns the woman’s role as an integral part of her future state of 
wife and mother. Each learns to expect of the other not only the 
loving consideration of husband or wife but the proper skills in 
farm economy. 

Among the small farmers this dichotomy of tasks assigned to 
the sexes in the economy of the farm family is even more than 
the reciprocal duties of husband and wife, father and mother. It 
is also an integral part of the Personalities of all men and women 
of the peasant’s own kind. One can get many expressions of at- 
titude of this sort, They show that the division of labor between 
males and females is regarded as Corresponding to the natural 
propensities of the two sexes. That a man should concern him- 
self with a woman’s work, such as the sale of eggs or the making 
of butter, is the subject of derisive laughter, while a woman’s 
smaller hands make it ‘natural’ for her to be a better hand at 
milking the cows, 


Even when the communal labor of the family is demanded 
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and women take their place in bog, garden and meadow, a def- 
inite role is assigned them. Usually it is the lighter tasks which 
are known as women’s work. There is no formal taboo confining 
a woman to women’s work. Heavy work is merely felt to be a 
hardship upon her. At the potato planting the women do the 
arduous work of planting the sprouts which they have prepared, 
bending over to put them into the ridges prepared by the men. 
They do their share, if necessary, of cultivating, but they are not 
generally accustomed to the spade, which like the plough, the 
harrow, the mower, scythe and turf ‘slan’ is regarded as а mas- 
culine implement. At the potato lifting they go along behind the 
man who turns the potatoes out of the ridge with spade and 
plough, and pick them up. At the haymaking, the pitching, rak- 
ing and some of the building of the haycocks are left to them. 
But the mowing, especially where it involves the horse-drawn 
mowing machine, and the building of the rick in the haggard, 
are masculine skills. In all cases of field work of this sort the role 
of the woman is usually auxiliary. The same holds in turf cut- 
ting. The men do the actual cutting in the bog trenches, while the 
women knead the peat into briquets and pile it for drying. 

The many attitudes and beliefs which surround this type of 
division of labor illustrate again the socially determined char- 
acter of the distinctions and their genesis in the intersexual 
relationship. Just as the man’s work is the harder, the more vari- 
Ous, and the wider in scope, so the attitudes express a greater 
valuation of the men’s work within the limits of the restriction. 
Thus on several occasions the authors have heard men admonish 
а woman for interrupting with such phrases as: ‘Woman, besilent 
while we [men] are talking about ploughing.’ Ridicule and 
laughter greet suggestions that either sex busy itself with the 
work of the other, though in the case of a woman doing a man’s 
work some of the praise bestowed’ upon surprising successes 
meets her if she does it well. There is also an entire body of 
Popular belief and superstition surrounding the dichotomy in 
farm labor. 0 

These beliefs and attitudes serve to uphold the conventional 
division and to evaluate the necessary behavioral specialization 
which is basic to the interrelationships within the farm family. 
The connexion between family status and labor performed 
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brings about an identification between them. Ridicule and graver 
charges of unmanliness and unwomanliness can be brought 
to reaffirm the conventions against the offender in either sphere. 
Just as in the non-economic life of the family, behavior is en- 
joined upon members on the basis of sex, 50, when the group 
acts in economic enterprise, différent but complementary roles 
become conventional for each sex. The interesting point is the 
identification. For the farm family, farm work is as much a 
family matter as is sharing the same table. 

Within the framework of the division of labor on the basis of 
sex, there is another just as great division on the basis of age dif- 
ferences. Though all the males of the farm family share the work 
which is regarded as the masculine province, there can be im- 
mediately observed great differences in the practice of the mas- 
culine technique by the male family members; the same can be 
observed in the feminine province. - 

These further divisions of tasks likewise reflect family status. 
They are part of the behavior expected of the farmer as a family 
member, and take their form in the complex of his relationship 
to his fellows within the group. The controls exercised among 
members in work and in the life of the family in general show 
themselves a constant pattern to be observed from farm to farm 
wherever one elects to examine the daily and annual rounds of 
activity, ў 

Thus іп any of the tasks which the group must perform in its 
economy, the division of labor between the adult farmer-father 
and his sons may be observed, The father is owner and director 
of the enterprise; in him the farm and its income are vested; in 
the community it is known as his and the sons are spoken of as 
his ‘boys’. Thus in the draining of a field or the sale of cattle in 
a fair, the sons, even though fully adult, work under their 
father’s eye and refer necessary decisions to him, 

Perhaps the best method of illustrating this relationship is to 
present it from the point of view of the growing individual who 
takes his place in the farm family. He forms part of the produc- 
tive unit which is his own family. The techniques of farming are 
passed on to him, and he learns them under the direction of his 
father, uncles and brothers. At their hands he acquires the con- 
ditioning which will fit him to form a farm family of his own, 
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thus to,continue the traditional pattern. Naturally, his condi- 
tioning i is more than merely technological; he gets on the farm 
the full training which makes him a member of his class and time. 

The growing child ordinarily sees his father as owner and 
principal worker of the farm. When the whole family group of 
father, mother, children, and evhatever other relatives may be 
living with them, works in concert, as at the potato planting, the 
turf cutting and the haymaking, if is the father who directs the 
group’s activities, himself doing the heavy tasks. The father looks 
after and takes care of the cattle, delegating minor tasks con- 
nected with them to his sons. Even though the cattle may be 
generally discussed by the household, he has full control of them, 
disposes of them, drives them to the fair, handles and uses the 
money got for them. If he fails to get a good price, handles the 
beasts badly, or proves himself a bad judge of them, the criticism 
of his wife and neighbors soon establishes the value of careful 
husbandry in the son’s mind. 

The father does all the constant heavy work necessary to keep 
the land in condition in so rainy and treeless a country. He 
makes drains, ditches, fences, walls, shelters and barns, as we 
have seen. As the son grows older, he learns to help at these tasks, 
finally taking them over. The father prepares the garden, ploughs, 
Plants and harrows, does all the spade work of cultivation and 
everything involving the use of horses and agricultural im- 
Plements. The son soon learns that these are men’s tasks, and 
he gradually assumes his share of them. The adult men of the 
neighborhood rival one another at these tasks; they chaff and 
boast back and forth over their prowess. The son cannot fail to 
hear and value the techniques which he acquires. 

He learns those techniques in a narrow school. Where tradi- 
tion is still so strong and the incursions of trained agricul- 
turalists still relatively infrequent, as among the small farmers, 
there is little variation from the tried and true way. Each opera- 
tion and each tool demand a technique of their own. The father 
makes sure that the son learns it well. Command, rivalry, ridi- 
cule and many an adage and bit of folklore all conspire to the 
Same result. 

The father must make sure that the son has learned the right 
and traditional technique. For he must be ready to stand his 
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ground with anyone in the community in farm skills. Every op- 
eration becomes the intimate concern of his neighbors; a man 
must hold his head high. More important, many skills are plied 
in cooperative activities, in turf cutting, haymaking and much 
of the work of the garden. In such cases, a definite rhythm is nec- 
essary for greater effectiveness among the cooperating workers, 
and any deviation from the accepted technique destroys such 
unison. This, too, the son learns,at this father’s hands. 

At home the son learns that building and repairing the houses, 
sheds and other structures of the farm is men’s work and that 
the duty of performing it devolves on the father. He watches his 
father buy and use all the feeding stuffs needed for farm animals 
and learns something of the nice adjustment which must be made 
between the expenditures of this kind and those demanded by 
the women of the household for food, clothing and household 
needs. He finds himself included in the family deliberations 
which impress upon him the economic interdependence of the 
family and the division of labor between men and women. 

The process is a gradual one. It is an integral part of daily ex- 
perience protracted over many years. In his earliest childhood, 
of course, the mother looms larger in the child’s consciousness 
than the father. The child’s first duties, as soon as he can Speak 
and walk, are to run on petty errands to neighbors and nearby 
‘friends’. Soon he is taking his father’s meals to him in the fields 
or going on errands to the nearest shop. Until he is seven and 
has gone through First Communion, his place is in the house 
with the women, and his labor is of very little importance. After 
First Communion, at six or seven, he begins to be thrown more 
with his elder brothers, and comes to do small chores which 
bring him more and more into contact with his father and with 
the other men of the neighborhood. By the time he is ten or 
eleven he will be brought home from school, if needed, to 
take his part in the important agricultural work of the year, par- 
ticularly at spring sowing and hay harvest. But not till he passes 
Confirmation and leaves school (generally at the same time) 
does he take on full men’s work. Even then, as he becomes adult 
and takes on more and more of the heavy tasks of the farm work, 
he never escapes his father’s direction until his father dies or 
makes over the farm to him at his marriage. 
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If economic apprenticeship is also a process of conditioning 
within the family, so likewise the direction of economic enter- 
prise coincides with the dominant and controlling role of the 
parent within the family. The son is subordinated in both 
spheres to his parents, pattiçylaiya the father. Rather, the 
spheres are one. 

For the child grows up a the full complex of life within 
the family. The petty errands which constitute his first steps in 

_farm work are a mere incident in the conditioning he receives 
and the relationships he builds up with his fellows. He develops 
the sentiments of affection and dependence upon his mother 
and the other family members in those years in the care and at- 
tention he receives at their hands. He learns the code of conduct 
which constitutes the folkways of his group and the reciprocal 
relations within his family in a gradual process of training over 
years. This conduct ranges from the errands he runs for family 
members superordinate to him, to the learning of his prayers 
and the development of the sentiments which make of sexual 
behavior of any kind an offense and of that within the family, 
incest. 

Thus the same landmark in his life which marks his beginning 
to do the minor chores of farm work after six or seven marks a 
change of his life within the household, for thereafter he sleeps 
with his brothers and the separation which begins to take him 
from his sisters in work and play now separates them within the 
household, 

Later his sharing of chores with his brothers in farm work is 
again merely incidental to his long years of life with them. 
By the same token the commanding position which the father 
(and the mother) exercise over him in farm work is but one 
aspect of their control. We shall have occasion to see in a later 
section how this dominance expresses itself in household arrange- 
ment and in the grouping of individuals in other spheres than 
farm work. 

This parental dominance continues as long as the father lives. 
Even though the major work of the farm devolves upon the 
sons, they have no control of the direction of farm activities nor 
of the disposal of farm income. They go to market and fair from 
the time they are twelve years old, but they buy or sell little, if 


С. М. Arensberg and 5. Т. Kimball 27 


anything, for themselves. Thus the small farmer and his sons 
are often seen at the fairs and markets together, but it is the 
farmer-father who does the bargaining. Once when one of the 
authors asked a countryman about this at a potato market, he 
explained that he could rot leave his post for long because his 
full-grown son ‘isn’t well-known yet and isn’t a good hand at 
selling’. If the son wants a half crown to go to a hurley match or 
to take a drink on market day with friends, he must get it from 
his father. The authors ћауе seen many sons, fully adult, come 
into shops to buy some farm requirement, such as a bag of meal, 
and say that the ‘old fellow’ will pay for it. And a few days later 
the old fellow arrives to pay for the goods ‘my young fellow 
got’. The son may, of course, earn money in employment off the 
farm, as many do at work on the roads in occasional employ- 
ment with governmental bodies or large farmers. But in this 
case he is expected to contribute the larger part of the money (0 
the general household expenses as long as he remains оп the farm. 
The procedure of the Land Commission, a government body, 
in providing additions to small holdings from the break-up of 
large estates illustrates well this retention of parental authority. 
It is the policy of the Commission to employ local men as much 
as possible in the reclamation and fencing work necessary at the 
division of an estate; the owners of the holdings to be enlarged 
are entitled to the work. Consequently, when the work is given, 
the farmer-owners are assigned it. But it is the sons who do the 
work, and at the pay-off the ‘old fellows’ walk sometimes many 
miles to be paid the wages their sons have earned, In one case of 
land division which the authors witnessed, a Land Commission 
official walked about the estate pointing out the plots which the 
selected farmers were to get. The farmers followed in a body at 
a respectful distance, each ready to step forward when his name 
was called. Behind them came all the young men of the neigh- 
borhood, the farmers’ sons. When it was necessary to send some- 
one back to a farmhouse or to cut up stakes to mark boundaries, 
the orders were transmitted from the official to the farmer and 
from the farmer to his sons, though these were in the majority 
of cases adult теп. Likewise in country post Offices, even after the 
farm has been made over to the son and the ‘old people’ have the 
old-age pension, it is the son who comes to collect it for them. 
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Even at forty-five and fifty, if the old couple have not yet made 
over „ће, farm, the countryman remains a ‘boy’ in respect to 
farm work and in the rural vocabulary. A deputy to the Dail 
(the Irish parliament) raised a considerable laugh in 1933, 
which echoed into the daily newspapers, when he inadvertently 
dropped into the country “idiom and pleaded for special treat- 
ment in land division for ‘boys of forty-five and older’ who have 
nothing in prospect but to wait for,their fathers’ farms. Likewise, 
a countryman, complaining to one of the authors about his posi- 
tion, said: ‘You can be a boy here forever as long as the old fel- 
low is still alive.” 

It goes without saying that the father exercises his control 
over the whole activity of the ‘boy’. It is by no means confined 
to their work together. Indeed, the father is the court of last 
resort, which dispenses punishment for deviations from the norm 
of conduct in all spheres. Within the bounds of custom and law 
he has full power to exercise discipline. Corporal punishment is 
not a thing of the past in Ireland, and, especially in the inter- 
mediate stages of the child’s development, from seven to pu- 
berty, it gets full play. 

It is during those years that the characteristic relationship 
between father and son is developed in rural communities. The 
son has suffered a remove from the previous almost exclusive 
control of his mother, in which an affective content of sympathy 
and indulgence was predominant, and is brought into contact 
for the first time with the father and older men. But the transfer 
is not completed. There is a hiatus in his development through 
the years of school when his participation in men’s work and his 
relationship with his father has little chance of developing into 
an effective partnership. A real union of interests does not 
take place until after Confirmation and school-leaving, when for 
the first time his exclusive contacts and his entire day-to-day ac- 
tivity, particularly in farm work, will be with his father and the 
older men. \ 

This fact colors greatly the relationship of father and son, as 
far as affective content goes. There is none of the close compan- 
ionship and intimate sympathy which characterizes, at least 
ideally, the relationship in other groups. Where such exists, it 
is a matter for surprised comment to the small farmers. In its 
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place there is developed, necessarily perhaps, a marked respect, 
expressing itself in the tabooing of many actions, such as smok- 
ing, drinking and physical contact of any sort, which can be 
readily observed in any small farm family. Coupled with this is 
the lifelong subordinatiom the retention of the name ‘boy’ im- 
plies, which is never relaxed even in the one sphere in which 
farmer-father and son can develop an intense community of in- 
terest — farm work. Nothing prevents the development of great 
mutual pride, the boy in his experienced and skillful mentor, 
tutor and captain in work, and the man in a worthy and skillful 
successor and fellow workman, but on the other hand everything 
within the behavior developed in the relationship militates 
-against the growth of close mutual sympathy. As a result, the 
antagonisms inherent in such a situation often break through 
very strongly when conflicts arise. 

The division of labor in the masculine sphere between father 
and sons, then, is more than an arrangement in farm manage- 
ment. It is very directly part of the systems of controls, duties 
and sentiments which make up the whole family life. The ap- 
prenticeship and the long subordination of the sons in farm 
work are reflections of the entirety of their relationship to 


Parents; it is impossible to treat the two spheres of behavior 
separately. [...] 


The work of the woman is as important in farm economy as 
the men’s. The coincidence between family status and eco- 
nomic role holds for them as well. Women’s work on the small 
farm is complementary to that of the men, as we have seen, 
though, of course, it is quite distinct. The young girl growing ир 
on the small farm learns this, just as the young man acquires the 
masculine techniques. The girl is thrown constantly with the 
mother and the older women of the household. After she is seven, 
her pursuits differ completely from those of her brother and, 
except as she is in very close constant association within the 
household, she has no working contact with her father. 

Many minor tasks fall to the girl as she grows up, particularly 
driving and milking the cows. Her conditioning prepares her to 
fill the role her mother occupies in the household. All the in- 
terior of the house, the immediate vicinity of courts and hag- 
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gard where the fuel is stacked, the well, the poultry yard and 
sheds are > her concern. She learns to milk cows, feed the pig, tend 
the chickens and look after all the young animals through help- 
ing the older women. She learns the lore of disposing of eggs, 
butter and occasionally of some of theevegetable produce of the 
garden, potatoes and cabbage, and occasionally goes to market 
with her mother. 

In the chief business of the women, the house itself, the 
preparation and serving of food and the repair and upkeep of 
clothing, she serves a never-ending daily apprenticeship. A young 
girl may often be delegated to look after the hearth, make and 
keep the fires going, etc. Only the mother makes small purchases 
of food and household goods. Only the mother bakes the great 
variety of breads. But by the time she leaves school, the girl may 
be proficient in these tasks too. So also with the butter making. 
Income derived from this and from poultry belongs to the older 
woman; the girl has no share until she herself has married. 

In the past century (and in isolated regions still) most of 
the clothing of the small farmers was made at home by the 
women, Now, however, it is nearly all shop-bought. Certain ves- 
tiges of the former practice remain, however, in knitting sweat- 
ers, gloves, socks and scarfs; and in the country districts, at least 

`of West and North Clare, there is а custom which demands that 

‚ Some woman of the house be always at work. If there is no other 
task on hand, they must occupy themselves with knitting. In 
former days, the daughters of the community might gather in a 
meitheal, or cooperative work group, under the supervision of 
older women for carding and spinning flax and wool. In any 
event, the younger woman, the girl, is at the older woman’s com- 
mand. [...] 


The mothers and fathers who order farm life are themselves sons 
and daughters. They have or have had (before their creation of 
a family of their own upon the farm) much the same relationships 
With their parents as their children have with them. Indeed in 
Many cases households comprise three generations. Grandfathers 
and grandmothers of the children live in the house. Family struc- 
ture is not confined to the immediate present family group, but 
descends with each generation as the boys and girls reach social 
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maturity at marriage and the creation of their own families. L..] 


The nearly universal form of marriage in the Irish ccuntryside 
unites transfer of economic control, land ownership, reformation 
of family ties, advance in family and community status, and 
entrance into adult procreative sex life. It is a central focus of 
tural life, a universal turning-pdint in individual histories. This 
form of marriage is known as matchmaking. It is the usual, in 
fact until recently the only respectable, method of marriage and 
usually too of inheritance. 

In Figure 1 the reader will find a graphic representation of 
the description of the movement of the family and the re- 
formation of relations which the match involves and which 15 the 
burden of this section. It explains itself, and it gives a very good 
illustration of the generalities. Organicists should take heart at 
its resemblance to an amoeba expanding and budding. But the 
resemblance is accidental. The examples we cite come nearly all 
from County Clare, but literary references and interviewing in 
other places have been made to show that matchmaking prevails 
almost universally among small farmers with very little local 
modification. It is furthermore embedded in the Trish (Gaelic) 
tongue and very old in Irish history. 

A match (Gaelic, cleamhnas, marriage, and spré, a dowry) is 
а contractual marriage made by the parents or families of the 
marrying parties and involving the disposal of properties. Gen- 
erally it begins with a farmer’s casting round for a suitable girl 
for one of his sons who is to inherit his farm. The choice of the 
heir from among the sons Tests in the father’s hands. Histor- 
ically, all the sons and daughters were provided for on the land, 
and, where possible, this is still the ideal situation, but the closer 
identification of family with one Particular plot of land and the 
difficulty of land division fostered through three generations 
of agrarian agitation and land reform have Prevented this. One 
son, then, is ordinarily to be ‘settled on the land’. Typically 
today only one son remains, and he gets the farm, 

In the words of one countryman, the procedure would be: 


If I wanted to give my farm over to my son and I would be worth, 
say, two hundred pounds, I would know a fellow up the hill, for in- 
stance, that would be worth three hundred pounds, I would send up а 
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neighbour fellow to him and ask him if he would like to join my family 
in marriage. If the fellow would send back word he would and the girl 
would say she was willing [and the usual courtesies were exchanged], 
then опа day they agreed on I and the fellow would meet іп Ennistymon 
[the local market town] and talklover the whole thing as to terms, may- 
be sitting on it the whole day. Then, before, if it was land I didn’t know 
or the fellow came from afar off, I would walk his land and look at it 
and the cattle there were on it to make sure of the farm. Then we would 
go to a solicitor that day and makê up the writings in Ennistymon. The 
money, say three hundred pounds, would be paid over in cash or in 
Promissory notes, and it is usual here to divide it into two parts or 
sometimes more. One half is paid at the wedding, and the other is paid 
a year after. 

This statement contains in essence nearly the whole of match- 
making. As the old fellow indicates, the initiative in the matter 
lies with the owner of the farm, usually the father of the boy. 
When the time comes for him to relinquish the farm, he lets it 
be known in the district to those who have daughters ready to be 
dowered. On the other hand, the father of the girl may often 
take the initiative, letting it be known that his daughter has a 
dowry at such and such a figure. In either case, when a suitable 
boy or girl has been found, the farmer sends an emissary to his 
or her parent. The relative value of the farms and the ‘fortune’ 
that a farmer will give for his daughter are generally pretty well 
known in the district, but where the two families are compara- 
tive strangers, or belong to different localities, the role of the 
emissary in laying the proposals of one set of parents before the 
other is more important. The emissary is not a relative of either 
party ordinarily. Certain individuals become well known locally 
as successful negotiators. In former days there was once a fully 
developed ‘matchmaker’ or marriage broker. The Office is said 
to exist still in Connemara, but it has died out in Clare. 

Quite often a well-known shopkeeper or local politician comes 
to play the role. One in particular in Ennistymon (a market 
town of 1200) came under the author’s notice. The back room 
of his public house reserved for special customers became one 
of the centers of local matchmaking. It was there that the fathers 
of both boy and girl would meet and ‘sit on the match’. Their 
deliberation, to the accompaniment of many bottles of stout, 
threshes out the whole matter of the disposal of the properties 


34 Change and Diversity in Family Systems 


involved, the relative status of the families, and any possible bar- 
riers to the union, such as consanguinity, insanity or notorious 
crime in past ancestry. 

The bargaining is a matter of nice adjustment between the 
‘fortune’ and the farm. The çustord known as ‘walking the 
land’, referred to above, ensures that the farm is roughly equiv- 
alent to the fortune, though each party strives for a higher valua- 
tion of its own claims. Thus, where a fortune of five hundred 
pounds has finally been agreed upon, the girl’s father will have 
offered only four hundred and the boy’s will have held out for 
six hundred, instancing all the prospects and advantages of his 
farm in support of his figure. Finally, through the offices of the 
intermediary and after concessions on each side, the two will 
‘split the difference’ and thus reach an agreement. The decision 
rests with the fathers, but they will have had the quite vocal as- 
sistance of friends and older members of the kindred. 

Perhaps the words of a countryman best describe the matching 
of values and prospects the bargaining entails. Farm and spouse 
are inextricably interwoven in his mind: 


When a young man is once on the lookout for a lady, it is put through 
his friends for to get a suitable woman for his wife. It all goes by friend- 
' ship and friends and meeting at public houses. The young man sends a 
speaker to the young lady and the speaker will sound a note to know 
what fortune she has, will she suit, and will she marry this Shrove? She 
and her friends will inquire what kind of a man.is he, is he nice and 
steady? If he suits, they tell the speaker to go ahead and draw it down. 
So then he goes back to the young man’s house and arranges for them 
to meet in such a place on such a night and we will see about it. The 
Speaker goes with the young man and his father that night, and they 
Meet the father of the girl and his friends or maybe his son and son-in- 
law. The first drink is called by the young man, the second by the young 
lady’s father, The young lady’s father asks the speaker what fortune do 
he want. He asks him the place of how many cows, sheep and horses it 
is. He asks what makings of a garden are in it; is there plenty of water 
or spring wells? Is it far from the road or on it? What kind of house is 
in it, slate or thatch? Are cabins good, are they slate or thatch? If it is 
too far in from the road, he won't take it. Backward places don’t grow 
big fortunes, And he asks too is it near a chapel and the school or near 
town? If it is а nice place, near the road, and the place of eight cows, 
they are sure to ask three hundred and fifty pounds fortune. Then the 
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young lady’s father offers two hundred and fifty pounds. Then maybe 
the boy’s father throws off fifty pounds. If the young lady’s father still 
has two hundred and fifty pounds on it, the speaker divides the fifty 
pounds between them, so now it’s two hundred and seventy-five. Then 
the young male says he is not willing to marry without three hundred 
pounds — but if she’s a nice girl and ۾‎ gocd housekeeper, he'll think of 
it. So there’s another drink by the young man, and then another by the 
young lady’s father, and so on with every second drink till they’re near 
drunk. The speaker gets plenty апа has a good day. After this, they 
appoint a place for the young People to see one another and be in- 
troduced. The young lady takes along her friends, and maybe another 
girl, and her brother and father and mother. The young man takes along 
his friends and the speaker. If they suit one another, they will then 
appoint a day to come and see the land. If they don’t, no one will reflect 
on anybody, but they will say he or she doesn’t suit. They do not say 
Plainly what is wrong. The day before the girl’s people come to see the 
land, geese are Killed, the house is white-washed, whiskey and porter 
bought. The cows get a feed early so as to look good; and maybe they 
get an extra cow in, if they want one, Then next day comes the walking 
of the land. The young man stays outside in the street, but he sends his 
best friend in to show the girl’s father round, but sure the friend won’t 
show him the bad points. If the girl’s father likes the land, he returns, 
and there will be eating and drinking until night comes on them. Then 
they go to an attorney until the next day and get the writings between the 
two parties and get the father [boy's] to sign over the land. Then there 
comes another day to fit her for a ting. The girl and boy meet in town 
some day. He buys her some Present. They walk the town that day and 
all admire the pair and gander after them. [...] 


After the ‘walking of the land’ and the making of the bar- 
gain, the two parties to marry go to a solicitor. There the agree- 
ments reached are cast into Proper legal form. The ‘writings’ 
is a legal instrument conveying the ownership of the holding to the 
son. It is usually both marriage settlement and will. On the event 
of the stipulated marriage, the father conveys the farm and all 
appurtenances to his son in return for the Portion brought in by 
the girl. The father makes also definite Provisions for his own 
maintenance and that of his wife. Generally, these include the 
right to the “grass of a cow’, to food and the use of the hearth, 
perhaps the yield of one patch of Potatoes, and the use of a room 
in the house. The room is nearly always, at least in West and 
North Clare, the one known as the ‘west room’. To take care of 
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possible disputes arising out of the failure of these provisions to 
work smoothly, certain very hard-headed stipulations are often 
included, allowing for the conversion of these rights into cash 
support or a lump sum. . 

In return for the farm, the father receives the fortune brought 
in by the girl and paid to him by her father. Furthermore, the 
provisions which must be made for other children are often 
transferred with the land. The father is now expected to give 
(if he has not given them already) portions to those of his chil- 
dren who are not to be settled at home on the land. Where the 
will and marriage settlement are one and the same document, 
these obligations are passed on to the inheriting son. 

The following description of several ‘writings’ (which we 
examined) given by an Ennis solicitor specializing in this lucra- 
tive practice illustrates the type and the possibilities of variation. 
The solicitor is describing certain marriage settlements, the origi- 
nals of which he held in his hand: 


In this settlement John F — of C — had one son and two daughters 
at home. He left the farm, you see, all that goes with it, to his son on 
condition of his marrying the girl named here in the deed. He also made 
the transfer subject to the son’s providing for the two daughters by 
giving them rights of residence and keep in the house as long as they 
Temain unmarried, and by making them special money gifts when they 
should marry. He then reserved a right for his wife, leaving her a small 
Sum, and the right to the potato patch and her bedroom free of all 
charge as long as she lived. In the event of her not liking the new 
arrangements, she was to get a monthly stipend in lieu of her keep and 
room until she died. 


We shall go on to give this interview in some detail to illus- 
strate the full character of the arrangements made. The solicitor 
continues: 


If there are two sons ... one of them gets the farm, and when the 
Old people find a girl with a suitable fortune, and the son marries her, 
they give the money over to the next son, or they provide with it for the 
Other children who haven’t yet gone off. It’s a pernicious system. [An 
upper-class person is speaking, not a farmer.] You'll go out to a small 
holding and see several able-bodied men and women waiting around 
doing nothing. They are waiting for the eldest son to get married and 
for their share of the fortune the wife brings in. [. . .] 
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With the transfer of land at the marriage of the son who remains 
to work the farm, the relations of the members of the farm fam- 
ily to each other and to the farm they work undergo a drastic 
change. In the first place, the headship of the old couple under 
whom the family group worked undergoes change. The old 
couple relinquish the farm, they enter the age grade of the dying, 
and direction of the enterprise of the group passes from their 
hands to those of the young people. Something of the change has 
already been indicated in the ‘writings’. From the point of view 
of the father, it means the abandonment of the ownership he 
has long enjoyed; from the point of view of the old woman it 
means she is no longer the ‘woman of the house’. Her place is 
taken by the incoming daughter-in-law. Naturally, this change is 
accomplished in effect only with difficulty and with considerable 
reluctance upon the part of the old couple, Where the transi- 
tion goes smoothly, father and son continue to work the farm 
together, but more often as the father grows older he retires to 
his seat by. the hearth. For example, the authors know one fam- 
ily, consisting of a young man and his wife, their two children, 
and the old couple, which was regarded as a model of family har- 
mony in the neighborhood. The young man did all the heavy 
work of the farm, but his father worked by his side. Yet the ini- 
tiative in agricultural matters was clearly the young man’s. The 
man, almost eighty, did not want to remain idle. ‘Time enough 
to sit by the fire in the winter,’ he would say. The greatest com- 
pliment the neighbors had for them was: “Look at the C—s. 
Old Johnny gives his boy a hand with everything. You wouldn’t 
know which one has the farm.’ 

The coming-in of the daughter-in-law is sometimes not;so 
harmonious. Disputes arise, as the provisions made in the ‘writ- 
ings’ indicate. The following quotation from an official with 
years of experience in dealing with country people illustrates this: 


As years go on, either the parents die or, if they live sufficiently long, 
they receive the old-age pension. Before they are qualified for this, the 
farms have to be made over to a son or daughter, This is done on the 
occasion of the son's marriage. The father reserves to himself and his 
wife the use of a room and the freedom of the kitchen, and they are 
entitled to all their food, The points were carefully discussed at length 
in the process of matchmaking, and the family of the future wife had 
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no hesitation in agreeing, realizing that such points formed the final 
phase of a cycle of life on the farm. If the daughter-in-law has been well 
and properly advised by her mother, she immediately on her arrival in 
the new house submits tactfully to all proposals of her mother-in-law 
and lets the old lady feel that she is still the master mariner. If she 
didn’t, it would cause a lot of troyible, as sometimes happens. [...] 


It is in the feminine province of farm work and household 
control that the transition is*most difficult. Under the patrilocal 
type of marriage here described, the bride is a stranger and of 
necessity cannot rely upon the experience of an association of 
years in order to meet the new conditions, as can father and son. 
In the graphic phrase of the people, she is the ‘new woman’. 

For her the transition brings a violent uprooting from prior 
attachments. Unlike her urban sister, she has little of the ideal 
of romantic love to help her over the crisis. Consequently her in- 
troduction into the new household is gradual, and her assump- 
tion of her new duties takes place over a moderately lengthy 
period. Two considerations, of course, are her primary inspira- 
tion in moments of stress: first, that she is now a fully adult 
woman with a household of her own although she must still 
share its control with her mother-in-law; and second, that the 
customary usage of the countryside provides her with an oc- 
casional escape back to her own people. still on the farm at 
home. [...] 


The internal reorganization of the family consequent on the 
Marriage of one of their number produces a marked change in 
the situation of the as yet unprovided-for brother and sisters. [. . .] 
The sons and daughters who are not to be portioned at home, in 
the words of the Luogh residents, ‘must travel’. To that end 
both the savings of the family, created through their united 
efforts under the headship of father and mother, and the incoming 
dowry, are devoted. In Luogh there had been only four mar- 
Tiages in ten years; two of them were the usual farm-transferring 
Matches, one a returned emigrant who married a boyhood sweet- 
heart and bought a farm, and one a widower who took a second 
wife and a second fortune. An old woman described the situa- 
tion: ‘There aren’t any matches nowadays. Nobody has a for- 
tune to give his daughter and the young men must travel.’ Yet 
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the woman who lamented this state of affairs was carefully hus- 
banding half-crowns for her baby granddaughter’s fortune. 

Nevertheless this necessary dispersal of the members of the 
familyat its reorganization does not ordinarily destroy the family 
ties. The bonds of affection and, family obligation still hold. If 
they have emigrated, the famil members send back remit- 
tances and passage money for nephews and nieces and brothers 
and sisters left at home. A great many farms, especially in West 
and North Clare, are partially supported by Christmas gifts 
sent from children living abroad. It is unfortunate that the 
authors have not statements of theamount of these annual remit- 
tances for local districts. The total for Treland, however, is enor- 
mous, There is a marked tendency for emigration from a local 
region to perpetuate itself, sons and daughters, of each genera- 
tion going out to join the members of the last. One district round 
Cross to the west of Carrigaholt, a little settlement on the Loop 
Head peninsula which juts out from Clare into the Atlantic at 
the Shannon’s mouth, is said locally to be supported by sons in 
the Shanghai police force. The first to go became chief of police 
in the International Settlement there and many places in the 
force haye gone to men of Cross. ES 

The role played by emigrated relatives in providing for the 
children upon the home farm and the role of the dispersed child- 
ren in helping the old couple and the brother or sister at home 
is part of the general ‘friendliness? by which the Irish country- 
man sums up the family obligations. The two roles are felt to be 
the same, and they are described in the same terms, as the obliga- 
tions of actual charity between country families, 
operation, and ceremonial assistance at marria 
funerals. Brother and sister send back gifts to 
especially when the old couple are still alive, 
clothing and presents of all descriptions are sent back. Geese, 
farm delicacies and such mementos as Shamrocks go from the 
farm to-those relatives that keep in touch. 

At family crises, such as death, marriage and birth, the new 
bonds come strongly into play and, where Possible, the dispersed 
relatives come back to the farm at that time. The emigrant re- 
turns, if he does so at all, to the very townland of his birth, either 
to buy the old place or to settle nearby. In fact, there are many 


agricultural co- 
ges, wakes and 
the home farm, 
Gifts of money, 
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instancgs of countrymen, returned Americans, Australians, South 
Africans, and British soldiers, who have roamed over the world 
but have never seen more of Ireland than their route to and 
from their port of embarkation and the nearest market towns. 

The sentiments of place, farm anu family become so inex- 
tricably intermingled as to bé almost one. Perhaps the pecul- 
iarly Irish type of song and music owes its character as well as its 
popularity to that fact. The Jaments for a dear one, especially a 
mother, and the pangs of exile are the major motives. They are 
sung to the same tunes and call forth the same tears. 

The break-up of the family at the transfer of land has changed 
the relation between the dispersed children and the old couple, 
just as it has changed that between the new farm family and 
their parents. Control of expenditure, in fact all vestiges of the 
Strict parental control, is perforce destroyed. The best example 
of this fact is the change which comes over the attitudes of the 
old people towards their children’s personal expenditures. The 
economic corporation which they directed is destroyed with their 
headship of the group. Consequently, they no longer can de- 
mand the services of their children as before. Thus the authors 
saw several old couples doing their best to learn how much a 
returned emigrant had earned but, because of the change in 
Position, not daring to ask outright. If the son had remained on 
the farm, they would not have hesitated to demand a strict ac- 
counting, Likewise, in such important matters as marriage, over 
which the parents would have had great authority as long as the 
son or daughter remained at home, the parents lose their con- 
trol, More than one old couple remarked, on hearing from a dis- 
tant exiled son of his marriage, that they wished him well but 
that he must please himself now that he was on his own. 

A word more might be said to clarify the position of the dis- 
Persed relatives. They equally share the new attenuated bonds 
which take the place of the old closely integrated family group. 
But, as might be expected in the structure of a family, which, as 
we have seen, is based, not upon the principle of rigidity in classi- 
fication as in many primitive kinship systems, but upon the prin- 
ciple of extensions of relationship outward from the nucleus of 
the immediate family, the bonds are stronger as the original re- 
lationship is closer. The children of each generation growing up 
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on the home farm can look far oftener to a father’s or mother’s 
emigrant brother for aid when their own time comes. to, emi- 
grate than to father’s and mother’s emigrant cousins. The closer 
relatives are the ones who most often step forward, though the 
obligation theoretically binds them all. Eal 
‹ 

In summary, the dispersal of the family is part of a general 
movement arising out of the re-fozmation of the family group. 
Forces within the relations of the members of the group bring it 
into being. Yet the dispersal is carried out very often in ways 
which depend also upon familial ties. The whole movement is 
carried on in the midst of an orderly and organic transformation 
which comes over the family regularly at marriage and death. 
Old and new meet at marriage in Ireland. Between them social 


organization is passed on though a prior group is partially de- 
stroyed, 
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2 T. Parsons 


The Family in Urban-Industrial America: 1 


Excerpt from Т. Parsons, ‘The American family: its relations to personality 
and the social structure’, in T.’Parsons and А. Е. Bales, Family, 
Socialisation and Interaction Process, Free Press, 1955, Routledge & Kegan 
Paul, 1956, pp. 3-21. 


The American family has, in the past generation or more, been 
undergoing a profound process of change. There has been much 
difference of opinion among social scientists, as well as among 
others concerned, as to the interpretation of these changes. Some 
have cited facts such as the very high rates of divorce, the changes 
in the older sex morality, and until fairly recently, the decline in 
birth rates, as evidence of a trend to disorganization in an abso- 
lute sense. Such considerations as these have in turn often been 
linked with what has sometimes been called the ‘loss of func- 
tion’ of the family.1 This refers to the fact that so many needs, 
for example as for clothing, which formerly were met by family 
members working in the home, are now met by outside agencies. 
Thus clothing is now usually bought ready made; there is much 
less food-processing in the household, there is a great deal of- 
commercial recreation outside the home, ete. 

That changes of a major character have been going on seems 
to be beyond doubt. That some of them have involved disorgan- 
ization of a serious character is clear. But we know that major 
Structural changes in social systems always involve strain and 
disorganization, so the question of evaluating symptoms of dis- 
Organization, of which we can regard the high divorce rates as 
One, involves the question of how much is a general trend to 
disorganization as such, how much is what may be called the 
“disorganization of transition’. 

Certain facts about the most recent phases of development 
seem to us to throw doubt on the thesis of general disorganiza- 
tion. First, after the post-war peak, the upward trend of divorce 


1. Emphasized particularly by W. F. Ogburn. See, for instance, Recent 
Social Trends in the U.S., chapter 13, “Тһе family and its functions’, 


Т. Parsons 43 


rates has been checked, though it is too early to judge what the 
longer run trend is likely to be.2 To judge the impact of the in- 
stability of marriages, also the distribution of divorces by dura- 
tion of marriage and by relations to children is just as important 
as the absolute numbers. «As the figures show, by and large 
divorces are, and continue to ъз, concentrated in the early 
Periods of marriage and in childless couples. Even though 
married before and divorced, олсе people settle down to having 
children there is a relatively high probability that they will stay 
together.3 

Second, divorce certainly has not led to a general disillusion- 
ment with marriage, so that people prefer to stay single or not to 
try again. In spite of a situation where it has become economic- 
ally easier than ever before for single women to support them- 
selvesindependently, the proportion of the population married and 
living with their spouses is the highest that it has ever been in 

2 


Trends of Marriage and Divorce Rates in U.S. — 1920-51 
Rates per 1000 population 


Year Marriagerate Divorce rate 
1920 12:0 1-6 
1925 10:3 15 
1930 9:2 1:6 
1935 10-4 17 
1940 12-1 2:0 
1945 12:2 3:5 
1950 11۰1 2:6 


The divorce rate dipped a little lower to 1-3 at the depth of the depression 
and its high point was 4-3 in 1946, Every year since has shown a drop. The 
marriage rate reached its peak of 16-4 in 1946 reflecting demobilization but 
has remained consistently above 10 since. 

Source: National Office of Vital Statistics, “Summary of marriage and 
divorce statistics, United States, 1951’, Vital Statistics — Special Reports, 
National Summaries, vol. 38, no. 5, 30 April 1954, 


taining divorceare childless; one-fifth 


ms to be a definite relationship between 
childless marriages and divorce. That a relatively small number of children 


in the United States have divorced Parents may be owing, in part, to the 
fact that many couples do not Stay married long enough to have a large 
family. Over 35 per cent of those divorced in 1940 had been married less 
than four years. The average length of Marriages ending in divorce is less 
than six years’ (Barnes and Ruedi, 1951, pp. 652-3), 
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the history of the census and has risen perceptibly within the 
recent period. 

Third, though down until the mid-thirties there had been a 
progressive decline in birth rates until on a long-run basis the 
population was for a time no longer fully reproducing itself, by 
now it has become clear that the revival of the birth rate which 
began in the early forties has not been only a matter of catching 
up the deficit of war-time, but has reached a new plateau on 
what appears to be a relatively stable basis.$ This is certainly 
suggestive of a process of readjustment rather than of a contin- 
uous trend of disorganization. 

In this connexion is should be remembered that the immense 
increase in the expectancy of life since about the turn of the 


4. See footnote 2. 
53 


Crude Birth Rates, 1915-50, United States 
Rates per 1000 population 


Year Rate Year Rate 
1915 29:5 1945 20:4 
1920 277 1946 241 
1925 25-1 1947 26:6 
1930 21:3 1948 24:9 
1935 18-7 1949 24-5 
1940 19-4 1950 24:1 
1941 20:3 1951 24-5 
1942 222 1952" 24:6 
1943 22.7 1953* 247 
1944 21-2 


ый “2502 Ray офа ВИА эш неге 
It will be noted that a consistent rise started in 1940. Even the lowest war 


year was only down to 20:4 (1945) and the rate has remained substantially 
above the level of the thirties since. 

Source: National Office of Vital Statistics, ‘Summary of natality statis- 
tics, United States, 1950’, Vital Statistics — Special Reports, National Sum- 
maries, vol. 37, no. 7, 19 May 1953. 

Note: The national office estimates that the slight drop from the 1947 
boom (itself caused by demobilization) is accountable by the following: 
drop in first children because of lowered marriage rates, 1946-9; but rise in 
births of second, third and fourth children during 1946-9. 

Last three years, source: Office of Population Research, Princeton 
University, and Population Association of America, Inc., Population Index, 
July 1954. Е 

*Provisional 
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century® has meant that continuance of the birth rates of that time 
would have led to a rate of population increase which féw could 
contemplate with equanimity. The transition from a high virth- 
tate/high death-rate population economy of most of history to 
one where low death-rates have to be balanced by substantially 
lower birth-rates than before 15 one ‘of the profoundest adjust- 
ments human societies have ever had to make, going as it does 
to the deepest roots of motivation, In processes of such magni- 
tude it is not unusual for there to be swings of great amplitude 
to levels which are incompatible with longer-run stability. There 
6. 


Estimated Average Length of Life in Years 
All races, both sexes, United States 
ааа 


1900 473 
1910 50:0 
1920 54-1 
1930 59:7 
1940 62:7 
1950 68-4 


201 и = Жул) { р 

Source: National Office of Vital Statistics, ‘Abridged life tables, United 
States, 1951”, Vital Statistics = Special Reports, National Summaries, vol. 38, 
no. 5, 30 April 1954, 


The way birth and death Tates have balanced out can be better seen from 
the following estimates of the net reproduction rate for the United States. It 
will be seen that during the 1930s the Population was not quite reproducing 
itself but that at Present rates a substantial, perhaps indeed an excessive, 
rate of increase is being maintained, 

Net reproduction rates for U.S.A. 


1930-35 0-98 
1935-40 0:98 
1940 1:03 
1941 1:08 
1942 1:20 
1943 1:25 
1944 1:18 
1945 1:15 
1946 1:37 
1947 1-53 
1948 1:45 
1949 1-45 
1950 1:44 


Source: Office of Population Research, Princeton University, and Popu- 
lation Association of America, Inc., Population Index, April 1954, 
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is at least a good case for the view that the low birth-rates of the 
1930s – not of course confined to the United States — constituted 
the extreme point of such a swing, and that extrapolating the 
trend up to that point simply failed to take account of adjustive 
processes already at work. At any rate, the recent facts have 
shifted the burden of proof to him who argues that the disorgani- 
zation of the family is bringing imminent race suicide in its wake. 

There is a further bit of,evidence which may be of signifi- 
cance. The family after all is a residential unit in our society. If 
the family were breaking up, one would think that this would 
be associated with a decline of the importance of the ‘family 
home’ as the preferred place to live of the population. Recent 
trends of development seem to indicate that far from family 
homes being ‘on their way out’ there has, in recent years, been 
an impressive confirmation that even more than before this is the 
Preferred residential pattern. The end of the Second World War 
left us with a large deficit of housing facilities. Since then, once 
the shortages of materials were overcome, there has been an епог- 
mous amount of residential building. In this building, as 15 


7 

Total New Construction Value, 1937-51, Corrected 1947-9 Values 
1937 $13,714 1947 17,195 

1940 16,873 1948 20,759 

1943 12,841 1949 22,180 

1945 8,439 1950 26,852 
СВО И чл шш 


Percentage of value of total new construction of | residential building, 1937-51 


Private, residential, 


non-farm* 21 23 28 29 2510 9 11 13 28 33 35 32 40 32 
Operators’ dwellings, 

farm Tl Пао АЈ О ЕУ ЕЯ 
Total Percentage for 

New private residential 

Construction} 22 24 29 31 27 11 10 13 15 31 37 38 35 43 35 


*Does not include hotels, dormitories, clubhouses, tourist courts and 
Cabins. 

{Does not include new public residential construction, which averages 1 to 
3 per cent during peacetime years, and includes barracks, officers’ quarters, 
ete, 
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indicated by the figures, the single family house occupies an | 
extraordinarily prominent place.7 It seems that the added mo- 
bility given our population by modern means of transportation, 
especially in making possible a considerable geographical dis- 
tance between place of residence and place of work, has led to a 
strengthening of the predilection‘ to have a ‘home of our own’. 
In the face particularly of a level of geographical and occupa- 
tional mobility which makes permanence of tenure of a residen- 
tial location highly problematical, this is a most impressive 
phenomenon. 

The situation with which we are concerned may be summed 
up by noting again that, in spite of divorces and related phe- 
nomena, Americans recently have been marrying on an un- 
precedented scale. They have been having children, not on an 
unprecedented scale, but on one which by contrast with somewhat 
earlier trends is unlikely to be without significance and, third, 
they have been establishing homes for themselves as family units 
оп a very large scale. Since the bulk of home-provision has 
been on the financial responsibility of the couples concerned, it 
seems unlikely that the having of children is a simple index of 
irresponsibility, that we have, as Professor Carver used to put it, 
produced a generation of “spawners’ as contrasted with ‘family- 
builders’ (Carver, 1915). 

At various later points in this volume we are going to argue 
both that there are certain very important elements of con- 
Stancy in the structure and in the functional significance of the 
family on a human cultural level, and that these elements of 
constancy are by no means wholly or even mainly a reflection of 
its biological composition. But this view is, in our opinion, by 
по meansincompatible with an emphasis, in other respects, on cer- 
tain important elements of variation in the family. The set of these 
latter elements on which we wish now to focus attention is that 
concerned with the level of structural differentiation in thesociety- 

It is a striking fact of sociological discussion that there has been 


It is not possible to find figures which exclude 
units, but the general evidence is that the Proportion 
not increased. 


Source: Bureau of Labor Statistics, New Construction, Expenditures 
1915-51, Labor Requirements, 1939—51 , 1953. 


Private multiple-family 
of these has decreased, 
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no settled agreement on either of two fundamental problems. 
One is the problem of the structural and functional relations 
betweén the nuclear family on the one hand, and the other 
elements of the kinship complex {п the same society. Structural 
analysis of kinship is, we feel, just reaching a point where the 
importance of clear discriminations in this field is coming to be 
appreciated. Second, there has been no clear conception of what 
are the important ‘functions, of the family’. Procreation and 
child care are always included, as is some reference to sexual 
relations, but in addition there are frequent references to ‘eco- 
nomic’ functions, religious functions and various others. 

There has been little attempt to work out the implications of 
the suggestion that there are certain ‘root functions’ which must 
be found wherever there is a family or kinship system at all, while 
other functions may be present or not according to the kind of 
family or kinship system under consideration, and its place in the 
Structure of the rest of the society. 

The aspect of this problem in which we are particularly inter- 
ested concerns its relations to the problem of structural differ- 
entiation in societies. It is well known that in many ‘primitive’ 
Societies there is a sense in which kinship ‘dominates’ the social 
Structure; there are few concrete structures in which participa- 
tion is independent of kinship status. In comparative perspec- 
tive it is clear that in the more ‘advanced’ societies a far greater 

Part is played by non-kinship structures. States, churches, the 
larger business firms, universities and professional associations 
Cannot be treated as mere ‘extensions’ of the kinship system. _ 

The process by which non-kinship units become of prime im- 
Portance in a social structure inevitably entails ‘loss of func- 
tion’ on the part of some or even all of the kinship units. In the 
Processes of social evolution there have been many stages by 
Which this process has gone on, and many different directions in 
which it has worked out. 

Our suggestion is, in this perspective, that what has recently 
been happening to the American family constitutes part of one 
of these stages of a process of differentiation. This process has 
Involved a further step in the reduction of the importance in 
Our society of kinship units other than the nuclear family. It has 
also resulted in the transfer of a variety of functions from the 
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. nuclear family to other structures of the society, notably the 
occupationally organized sectors of it. This means that the fam- 
ily has become a more specialized agency than before, probably 
more specialized than it has been in any previously known 
society. This represents a decline of certain features which tra- 
ditionally have been associated with families; but whether it 
represents a ‘decline of the family’ in a more general sense is 
another matter; we think npt. We think the trend of the evi- 
dence points to the beginning of the relative stabilization of a 
new type of family structure in a new relation to a general social 
structure, one in which the family is more specialized than before, 
but not in any general sense less important, because the society is 
dependent more exclusively on it for the performance of certain 
of its vital functions, 

We further think that this new situation presents a particu- 
larly favorable Opportunity to the social scientist. Because we 
are dealing with 4 more highly differentiated and specialized 
agency, it is easier to identify clearly the features of it which аге 
essential on the most general level of cross-cultural significance. 
The situation is methodologically comparable to the relation 
between the emergence of the modern type of industrial economy 
and the problems of economic theory. The high level of differen- 
tiation of economic from non-economic processes under modern 


conditions, has made possible a kind of natural experimental | 


situation which has been Crucial to the development of modern 
economic theory, 


The American family in the total society 


From this perspective, then, let us review some of the most 
essential features of the structure of the American family-kinshiP 
system in its relation to the rest of the society. 


The first feature to be noted is on the level of kinship organ- 
ization as anthropologists ordinarily treat this: namely the “is0” 
lation’ of the nuclear family and its relation to ‘bilaterality’ with 
respect to the lines of descent. This ‘isolation’ is manifested іл 
the fact that the members of the nuclear family, consisting of 
parents and their still dependent children, ordinarily occupy # 


separate dwelling not shared with members of the family of 


orientation of either spouse, and that this household is in the 
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typical case economically independent, subsisting in the first 
instancé from the occupational earnings of the husband-father 
(cf. Williams, 1951, chapter 4; also Parsons, 1954). It is of course 
Not uncommon to find a surviving parent of one or the other 
spouse, or even a sibling or cousin of»one of them residing with 
the family, but this is both statistically secondary, and it is clearly 
not felt to be the ‘normal’ arrangement. 

Of course with the independence, particularly the marriage, of 
children, relations to the family of orientation are by no means 
broken. But separate residence, very often in a different geo- 
graphical community, and separate economic support, attenuate 
these relations. Furthermore, there is a strong presumption that 
Telations to one family of orientation will not be markedly closer 
than to the other (though there is a certain tendency for the 
mother-married daughter relation to be particularly close). This 
bilaterality is further strongly reinforced by our patterns of in- , 
heritance. In the first place the presumption is that a newly 
Married couple will ‘stand on their own feet’, supporting them- 
Selves from their own earnings. But so far as property is inherited 
the pattern calls for equal division between children regardless of 
birth order or sex, so that the fact or expectation of inheritance 
does not typically bind certain children to their families of orien- 
tation more closely than others. Furthermore, though it is not 
uncommon for sons to work in their fathers’ businesses — almost 
Certainly much less common that it was fifty years ago — this 
tendency is at least partially matched by the phenomenon of 
“marrying the boss’s daughter’, so that no clear unilateral struc- 
ture can be derived from this fact. 

f It has been noted that the primary source of family income lies 
In occupational earnings. It is above all the presence of the 


8. ‘Sixty-four per cent of husband and wife families in 1940 had no adult 
Telatives eighteen years old and over living in the home. Very few, about one- 
eighth, of the families in which the husband was under thirty-five years of 
age contained апу of these additional adults. ... Nearly three-fifths of these 
(adult relatives) were single sons or daughters of the couple who had not 
left home, of whom most were between eighteen and thirty-four years old. 
+.» About one-eighth of the adult relatives were married, widowed or 
divorced parents of the husband or his wife. . . . Thus, all but one-fifth of the 
Adult relatives were children or parents (own or in-law) of the family head 
and his wife’ (Glick, 1947). 
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modern occupational system and its mode of articulation with the 
family which accounts for the difference between the modern, 
especially American, kinship system and any found in non- 
literate or even peasant societies. The family household is a 
solidary unit where, once formed, membership and status are 
ascribed, and the communalistic.printiple of ‘to each according 
to his needs’ prevails. In the occupational world, status is 
achieved by the individual and is‘contingent on his continuing 
performance, Though of course this is modified in varying 
respects, there is a high premium on mobility and equality of 
Opportunity according to individual capacity to perform. Over 
much of the world and of history a very large proportion of the 
world’s ordinary work is and has been performed in the context 
of kinship units. Occupational organization in the modern sense 
is the sociological antithesis of this. z 

This means essentially that, as the occupational system devel- 
ops and absorbs functions in the society, it must be at the expense 
of the relative prominence of kinship organization as a structural 
component in one sense, and must also be at the expense of many 
of what previously have been Junctions of the kinship unit. The 
double consequence is that the same people, who are members of 
kinship units, perform economic, political, religious and cultural 
functions outside the kinship context in occupational roles and 
otherwise in a variety of other types of organization. But con- 
versely, the members of kinship units must meet many of their 
needs, which formerly were met in the processes of interaction 
within the kinship unit, through other channels, This of course 
includes meeting the need for income with which to purchase the 
goods and services necessary for family functioning itself. 

In this type of society the basic mode of articulation between 
family and the occupational world lies in the fact that the same 
adults are both members of nuclear families and incumbents of 
occupational roles, the holders of ‘jobs’. The individual's job 
and not the products of the cooperative activities of the family 
as a unit is of course the primary source of income for the family- 

Next it is important to remember that the primary responsi- 
bility for this support rests on the one adult male member of the 
nuclear family. It is clearly the exceptional ‘normal’ adult male 
who can occupy a respected place in our society without having а 
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regular ‘job’, though he may of course be ‘independent’ as a 
professional practitioner or some kind of a ‘free lance’ and not be 
employed by an organization, or he may be the proprietor of one. 
That at the bottom of the scale the ‘hobo’ and the sick and 
disabled are deviants scarcely needs mentioning, while at the 
other end, among the relatively few who are in a position to 
‘live on their money’ there is a notable reluctance to do so. The 
‘playboy’ is not a highly respected type and there is no real 
American equivalent of the older European type of ‘gentleman’ 
who did not ‘work’ unless he had to. 

The occupational role is of course, in the first instance, part of 
the ‘occupational system’ but it is not only that. It is an example 
of the phenomenon of ‘interpenetration’ which will be extensively 
analysed below. In this connexion it is both a role in the occupa- 
tional system, and in the family; it is a ‘boundary-role’ between 
them, The husband-father, in holding an acceptable job and 
earning an income from it, is performing an essential function or 
set of functions for his family (which of course includes himself 
in one set of roles) as a system. The status of the family in the 
community is determined probably more by the ‘level’ of job he 
holds than by any other single factor, and the income he earns is 
usually the most important basis of the family’s standard of living 
and hence ‘style of life’. Of course, as we shall see, he has other 
Very important functions in relation both to wife and to children, 
but it is fundamentally by virtue of the importance of his occupa- 
tional role as a component of his familial role that in our society 
We can unequivocally designate the husband-father as the ‘in- 
Strumental leader’ of the family as a system.° 

9. Comparative data confirm this interpretation. We now have a good 
deal of evidence about social situations where there is neither a strong 

lineage’ structure in the kinship field nor a developed ‘industrial’ type of 

Occupational structure. One of the first perceptive studies of this type was 
made by Frazier (1939). This has more recently been supplemented and 
Tefined by studies of kinship in the British West Indies. See Henriques 
(1953); Lloyd Braithwaite (1953); and especially the as yet unpublished 
Study by Smith (1954). Dr Smith shows very clearly the connexion between 
the ‘mother-centered’ character of the lower-class rural Negro family in the 
West Indies (his study deals with British Guiana) and the ‘casual’ character 
Of most of the available employment and jncome-earning opportunities. 
This is a sharp modification of the typical American pattern, but must not 
interpreted to mean that the husband-father has, at the critical periods of 
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The membership of large numbers of women in the American 4 
labor force must not be overlooked. Nevertheless there can be 
no question of symmetry between the sexes in this respect, and, 
we argue, there is no serious tendency in this direction. In the 
first place a large proportion of gainfully employed women are 
single, widowed or divorced, ané thus cannot be said to be either 
taking the place of a husband as breadwinner of the family, or 
competing with him. A second large contingent are women who 
either do not yet have children (some of course never will) or 
whose children are grown up and independent. The number in 
the labor force who have small children is still quite small and has 
not shown a marked tendency to increase. The role of house- 
wife is still the overwhelmingly predominant one for the married 
woman with small children.10 


the family cycle, altogether lost the role of instrumental leader, Dr Smith 
shows that this is not the case, and that the impression to the contrary 
(which might for instance be inferred from Henriques’ discussion) arises 
from failure to consider the development of the particular family over а full 
cycle from the first sexual relations to complete ‘emancipation’ of the 
children from their family of orientation. 

10. 


Population and Labor Force, by Age and Sex, December 1950 
In thousands* 


Age-sex group Popula- In Not in 
tion labor labor 
force; force 
Keeping In § 

house school Other 
Total U.S, 112,610 64,670 32950 7570 _ 7420 
Total males 14 and over 55,420 45,640 120 2930 5740 
14-24 12,360 8230 — 2670 450 
25-34 11,660 11,090 — 240 310 
35-44 10,370 9980 = = 370 
45-54 8680 8180 = — 480 
55-64 6810 5800 = — 990 
65 and over 5550 2360 ма wih 3130 
Total females 14 and over 57,180 19,030 32,830 3640 1680 
14-24 12,150 4780 3580 3600 180 
25-34 12,170 4160 7870 — 110 
35-44 10,800 4240 6430 — 130 
45-54 8910 3420-5349 — 20 
55-64 6940 1840 4900 — 20 
65 and over 6230 600 4720 = 910 
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*Figures under 100,000 are not included. 


{Including armed forces. 


§Including persons in institutions, disabled and retired, etc. 
Source: U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics, Fact Book on Manpower, 


31 January 1951. 


° 
The following table shows the status of women in the labor force by · 

marital status. It will be noted that the percentage of married women living 

with their husbands who were in the labor force increased over the піпе- 


year period from 14-7 per cent to,22-5 per cent. 


Labor Force Status of Women by Marital Status, April 1949 and April 1940 


In thousands 


Year and marital status Population 


In labor force 
Number 


Percentage of 


population 


pan ee ee с кес 2 سض‎ 


1949 

Total over 14 56,001 
Single 11,174 
Married, husband present 35,323 
Other marital status 9505 
(separated, widowed, 

divorced) 

1940 

Total over 14 50,549 
Single 13,936 
Married, husband present 28,517 
Other marital status 8096 


13,840 
6710 
4200 
2930 


30-7 
50-9 
22-5 
37-1 


27-4 
48-1 
14:7 
36-2 


Source: U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics, Fact Book on Manpower, 


31 January 1951. 


The concentration of women without children under 


force is shown clearly in the following table. 


Comparison of Labor Force Status of Married Women, 


Children under Five, April, 1949 


In thousands 


five in the labor 


with and without 


Married women — Husband present 


Presence of children Population 
under 5 
Total, ages 15-49 26,204 


Without children under 5 15,499 
With children under 5 10,705 


In labor force 
Number 


6758 
5637 
1121 


Source: U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics, 


31 January 1951. 


Percentage of 
population 
25-8 

36-4 

10-5 


Fact Book on Manpower, 
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But even where this type does have a job, as is also, true of 
those who are married but do not have dependent children, 
above the lowest occupational levels it is quite clear that in gen- 
eral the woman’s job tends to be of a qualitatively different type 
and not of a status which seriously competes with that of her 
husband as the primary status-givér or income-earner. 

It seems quite safe in general to say that the adult feminine 
Tole has not ceased to be anchored primarily in the internal affairs 
of the family, as wife, mother and manager of the household, 
while the role of the adult male is primarily anchored in the 
occupational world, in his job and through it by his status-giving 
and income-earning functions for the family. Even if, as seems 
possible, it should come about that the average married woman 
had some kind of job, it seems most unlikely that this relative 
balance would be upset; that either the roles would be reversed, ОГ 


their qualitative differentiation in these respects completely 
erased.11 


The principal functions of the nuclear family 


Within this broad setting of the structure of the society, what 
can we say about the functions of the family, that is, the isolated 
nuclear family? There are, we think, two main types of consid- 
erations. The first is that the ‘loss of function ", both in our own 
recent history and as seen in broader comparative perspective, 
means that the family has become, on the ‘macroscopic’ levels, 
almost completely functionless. It does not itself, except here 
and there, engage in much economic production; it is not a sig- 
nificant unit in the political Power system; it is not a major 
direct agency of integration of the larger society. Its individual 


11. The distribution of women in the labor force clearly confirms this 
general view of the balance of the sex roles. Thus, on higher levels typical 
feminine occupations are those of teacher, social worker, nurse, private 
secretary and entertainer. Such roles tend to have a prominent expressive 
component, and often to be ‘supportive’ to masculine roles, Within the 
occupational organization they are analogous to the wife—mother role in the 
family. It is much less common to find women in the “top executive’ roles an 
the more specialized and ‘impersonal’ technical roles, Even within pro- 
fessions we find comparable differentiations, e.g. in medicine women аге 
heavily concentrated in the two branches of pediatrics and psychiatry, 
while there are few women surgeons. 
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members participate in all these functions, but they do so ‘as 
individuals’ not in their roles as family members. 

The most important implication of this view is that the func- 
tions of the family in a highly differentiated society are not to be 
interpreted as functions directly on behalf of the society, but on 
behalf of personality. If, as sorfie psychologists seem to assume, 
the essentials of human personality were determined biologically, 
independently of involvement in social systems, there would be 
по need for families, since reproduction as such does not require 
family organization. It is because the Auman personality is not 
‘born’ but must be ‘made’ through the socialization process that 
in the first instance families are necessary. They are ‘factories’ 
which produce human personalities. But at the same time, even 
Once produced, it cannot be assumed that the human personality 
Would remain stable in the respects which are vital to social 
functioning, if there were not mechanisms of stabilization which 
Were organically integrated with the socialization process. We 
therefore suggest that the basic and irreducible functions of the 
family are two: first, the primary socialization of children so that 
they can truly become members of the society into which they 
have been born; second, the stabilization of the adult personali- 
ties of the population of the society. It is the combination of these 
two functional imperatives, which explains why, in the ‘normal’ 
Case it is both true that every adult is a member of a nuclear family 
and that every child must begin his process of socialization in a 
Nuclear family. It will be one of the most important theses of our 
Subsequent analysis that these two circumstances are most inti- 
mately interconnected. Their connexion goes back to the fact that 
it is control of the residua of the process of socialization which 
Constitutes the primary focus of the problem of stabilization of 
the adult personality, . н у 

‚ In subsequent chapters we shall develop, in a variety of applica- 
tions and ramifications, the view that the central focus of the 
Process of socialization lies in the internalization of the culture 
Of the society into which the child is born. The most important 
Part of this culture from this focal point consists in the patterns 
Of value which in another aspect constitute the institutionalized 
Patterns of the society. The conditions under which effective 
Socialization can take place then will include being placed in a 
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social situation where the more powerful and responsible persons 
are themselves integrated in the cultural value system in question, 
both in that they constitute with the children an institutionalized 
social system, and that the patterns have previously been in- 
ternalized in the relevant ‘ways in their own personalities. The 
family is clearly in all societies, and no less in our own, in this 
sense an institutionalized system. 

But it is not enough to place the.child in any institutionalized 
system of social relationships. He must be placed in one of а 
special type which fulfills the necessary psychological conditions 
of successful completion of the process we call socialization, over 
а succession of stages starting with earliest infancy. One of the 
principal tasks of the subsequent discussion is to explore some of 

- these conditions. A few of them may, however, be noted here, 
while the reasons for their importance will be discussed as we 50 
along. In the first place, we feel that for the earlier stages of 
socialization, at least, the socialization system must be а small 
group. Furthermore, it must be differentiated into sub-systems 
so the child need not have an equal level of participation with 
all members at the same time in the earlier stages of the process. 
We will show that it is particularly important that in the earliest 
Stage he tends to have a special relation to one other member 
of the family, his mother. 

In this connexion a certain importance may well attach to the 
biological fact that, except for the relatively rare plural births, it 
15 unusual for human births to the same mother to follow each 
other at intervals of less than a year with any regularity. It is, 
we feel, broadly in the first year of life that a critical phase of the 
socialization process, which requires the most exclusive attention 
of a certain sort from the mother, takes place. Furthermore, it is 
probably significant that in our type of society the family typically 
no longer has what by other standards may be considered to be 
large numbers of children. Partly, in earlier times, the effects of 
higher rates of birth have been cancelled by infant mortality. But 
partly, we feel, the large family — say over five or six children —is а 
different ‘ype of social system with different effects on the children 
in it. We will not try to analyse these differences carefully here. 

Another very important range of problems in the larger set- 
ting concerns the impact for the outcome of the socializatio® 
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process of the role of relatives other than members of the nuclear 
family, Particularly important cross-culturally are siblings of the 
Parents, the role of whom varies with the type of kinship struc- 
ture. [...] Ы 

We should like to suggest here only that what we have called the 
‘isolation of the nuclear family’ for the contemporary American 
Scene, may, along with reduction in the average size of family, 
have considerable significance for the character of the con- 
temporary socialization process. This significance would, we 
think, have something to do with the greater sharpness of the 
difference in status, from the point of view of the child, between 
members of the family and non-members. It will be our general 
thesis that in certain respects the modern child has ‘farther to go’ 
in his socialization than his predecessors. There seem to be cer- 
tain reasons why the number of fundamental steps of a certain 
type is restricted. If this is true, each step has to be ‘longer’ and 
it is important that the ‘landmarks’ along the way, the ‘cues’ 
Presented to the child, should involve extremely clear discrimina- 
tions. 4 
A primary function and characteristic of the family is that it 
Should be:a social group in which in the earliest stages the child 
Сап ‘invest’ all of his emotional resources, to which he can become 
Overwhelmingly ‘committed’ or on which he can become fully 
, dependent’, But, at the same time, in the nature of the socializa- 
tion process, this dependency must be temporary rather than 
Permanent. Therefore, it is very important that the socializing 
agents should not themselves be too completely immersed in 
their family ties. It is a condition equally important with facili- 
ating dependency that a family should, in due course, help in 
mancipating the child from his dependency on the family. Hence 
the family must be a differentiated sub-system of а society, not 
itself a ‘little society’ or anything too closely approaching it. More 
Specifically this means that the adult members must have roles 
Other than their familial roles which occupy strategically im- 
Portant places in their own personalities. In our own society the 
Most important of these other roles, though by no means the only 
One, is the occupational role of the father. у \ 
._ The second primary function of the family, along with social- 
“ation of children, concerns regulation of balances in the 
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personalities of the adult members of both sexes. It is clear that 
this function is concentrated on the marriage relation as_such. 
From this point of view a particularly significant aspect of the 
isolation of the nuclear family-in our society is again the sharp 
discrimination in status which itemphasizes between family mem- 
bers and non-members. In particular, then, spouses are thrown 
upon each other, and their ties with members of their own fam- 
ilies of orientation, notably parents and adult siblings, are corres- 
pondingly weakened. In its negative aspect as a source of strain, 
the consequence of this may be stated as the fact that the family 
of procreation, and in particular the marriage pair, are in а 
‘structurally unsupported’ situation. Neither party has any other 
adult kin on whom they have a right to ‘lean for support’ in @ 
sense closely comparable to the Position of the spouse. 

The marriage relation is then placed in a far more strategic 
Position in this respect than is the case in kinship systems where 
solidarity with ‘extended’ kin categories is more pronounced. 
But for the functional context we are discussing, the marriage 
relationship is by no means alone in its importance, Parenthood 
acquires, it may be said, an enhanced significance for the emo- 
tional balance of the parents themselves, as well as for the social- 
ization of their children. The two generations are, by virtue of the 
isolation of the nuclear family, thrown more closely on each other. 

The main basis of the importance of children to their parents 
derives, we think, from the implications of problems which psy- 
choanalytic theory has immensely illuminated but which also, 
we think, need to be understood in their relation to the family 
as a social system, and the Conditions of its functional effective- 
ness and stability. The most general consideration is that the 
principal stages in the development of personality, particularly 
on its affective or ‘emotional’ side, leave certain ‘residua’ which 
constitute a stratification (in the geological sense) of the struc- 
ture of the personality itself with reference to its own develop- 
mental history. Partly these residua of earlier experience сап 
constitute threats to effective functioning on adult levels, the more 
so the more ‘abnormal’ that history and its consequences for the 
individual have been. But partly, also, they have important 
positive functions for the adult personality, To express and in 
certain ways and contexts ‘act out’, motivational systems and 
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complexes which are primarily ‘infantile’ or ‘regressive’ in their 
meaning, is, in our view, by no means always undesirable, but on 
the contrary necessary to a healthy balance of the adult person- 
ality. At the same time the dangers are very real and regulation 
of context, manner and occasion of expression is very important. 

We shall attempt later to moBilize evidence that a particularly 
important role in this situation is played by the erotic elements 
of the personality constitution? because of the great importance of 
eroticism in the developmental process. 

We suggest then that children are important to adults because 
it is important to the latter to express what are essentially the 
‘childish? elements of their own personalities. There can be no 
better way of doing this than living with and interacting on their 
own level with real children. But at the same time it is essential 
that this should not be an unregulated acting out, a mere op- 
Portunity for regressive indulgence. The fact that it takes place in 
the parental role, with all its responsibilities, not least of which 
is the necessity to renounce earlier modes of indulgence as the 
child grows older, is, as seen in this connexion, of the first im- 
Portance. The circumstantially detailed analysis which alone can 
Substantiate such a set of statements will be presented in the 
Subsequent chapters. The general thesis, however, is that the 
family and, ina particularly visible and trenchant way, the modern 


, Solated family, incorporates an intricate set of interactive mech- 


anisms whereby these two essential functions for personality are 
interlocked and interwoven. By and large а ‘good’ marriage from 
the point of view of the personality of the participants, is likely to 
8 One with children; the functions as parents reinforce the func- 


tions in relation to each other as spouses. 
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3 R. Linton 


The Family in Urban-Industrial America: 2 


ә 


\ А е, 
Excerpt from R. Linton, ‘The natural Riistory of the family’, in 

R. N. Anshen (ed.), The Family: Its Function and Destiny, Harper & Row, 
1959, pp. 45-8. р 


The outstanding feature of the present situation is the almost com- 
Plete breakdown of the consanguine family as a functional unit. 
Although the Western European consanguine grouping has never 
dominated the conjugal one, its potentialities for function and 
its claims on the individual were much stronger even a hundred 
years ago than they are today. This breakdown seems to be 
directly correlated with the increased opportunities for both 
Spatial and social mobility which have been created by the current 
technological revolution. A strong consanguine family organiza- 
tion provides its members with a high degree of economicsecurity, 
but it also imposes many obligations. When the value of this 
Security becomes less than the handicap imposed on the in- 
dividual by the associated obligations, he is willing to sacrifice the 
former in order to avoid the latter. Colloquially speaking, when 
a man can do better without relatives than with them he will tend 
toignore the ties of kinship. 

The unparalleled expansion of Western European and Ameri- 
Сап economy in the past century, with the wealth of individual 
Opportunity which it has produced, has struck at the very roots of 
Consanguine family organization. Moreover, the increase in 
Spatial mobility which came with the opening of new areas to 
Settlement and the development of modern methods of transport- 
ation made it easy for the ambitious individual to sever his kin 
ties by the simple process of moving away. At present the 
©onsanguine family retains its functions only in long-settled rural 
districts and in the case of a few capitalist dynasties. In both 
Instances the advantages of membership outweigh the disad- 
Vantages, The average city dweller recognizes his extended ties 
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of relationship only in the sending of Christmas cards and in the 
occasional practice of hospitality to visiting kin. Е 
In spite of this extreme degeneration, it is possible that сеп 
factors quite external to family structure may reverse the ргезе 
trends. If the social crystallization which now appears to be under 
way continues, the next few génerations will see a marked 59 
crease in individual opportunity. Extended family members M 
may again become economically valuable, although the val 
likely to lie less in joint claims on property than in access to Jods. 
There is already a strong tendency to make membership in md 
craft unions hereditary, and the same trend can be observed wit б 
respect to the more remunerative executive positions in ош М 
tions which are shielded from the threat of active competi 
is also conceivable that the growth of bureaucracy | will А 
accompanied by a growth of nepotism, this trend being E. 
probable in the case of one-party rule of the fascist sort. У 
consanguine type of family organization, therefore, may зри 
be in abeyance at present and may play а more important role 
the not too remote future. к 
Whatever the future possibilities may be, the current brea a 
down of consanguine organization has had significant a 
cussions on the conjugal family, Historically, the presence oft A 
consanguine group has tended to reinforce rather than to weake 
marriage ties. European mores have stressed the continuity A 
matings, and the separation of partners has been felt as a disgraet 
by their kindred. As long as kin ties were strong and association 
close, the consanguine group could bring heavy pressure (0 Ко 
оп its members. With the weakening of these ties the pressure? 3 
been correspondingly reduced. Partners can now separate wit 
out fear of effective punishment by their kin and without 1055 E 
the already almost non-existent advantages of consangui”! 
family membership. „й 
Another factor, closely comparable in its results, is the BS 
creasing anonymity of individuals and conjugal family groups у 
modern urban society. The disapproval with which other men 
bers of a small, closely knit community viewed separation wea 
deterrent almost as strong as the disapproval of kin. Although 
might not entail the same economic penalties, the prospec 
social ostracism was enough to daunt all but the bravest. 10: © 
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modern urban community, with its diffuse and casual social 
relationships, community pressure toward maintenance of the 
marriage tie has almost ceased to exist. The former friend who 
disapproves of such conduct can be avoided, and most of the 
individuals with whom the offender comes in contact will not 
even know that the offense has Been committed. 

Breakdowns of kin ties and of the close social integration of 
individuals and conjugal family groups are no new thing in 
history. They were an accompaniment of urbanization and 
suddenly increased spatial mobility in ancient as well as modern 
civilization. Nevertheless, there is another factor in the present 
situation which, if it is not altogether new, is at least of un- 
Precedented importance. This is the progressive diminution of the 
economic dependence of spouses upon each other. Although in 
the ancient urban civilizations women of the aristocratic group, 
inheriting and owning property in their own right, could live in 
comfort without husbands, the ordinary family still depended 
upon a rigid division of labor. Spouses living in a Roman slum 
were almost as dependent upon each other for their creature 
Comforts as spouses living on an isolated farm. Extrafamilial 
Substitutes for what were ordinarily domestic services were 
available only to the wealthy, and opportunities for a single 
Woman to support herself by her own labor were so limited and 
_ SO unremunerative that they would be turned to only as a last 
resort, 

In the modern urban community the delicatessen, the steam 
laundry, ready-made clothes, and above all the opening to women 
of attractive and well-paid occupations have done more to under- 
mine the sanctity of marriage than has any conceivable loss of 
faith in its religious sanctions: Under present conditions, adult 
Men and women are at last in a position to satisfy their basic 
needs in the absence of any sort of familial association, either 
„conjugal or consanguine. In the anonymity of city life and with 
the development of effective techniques for contraception even 
the sexual needs of both can be met without entering into per- 
manent unions or entailing serious penalties. The revolutionary 
effect of these developments upon the family as an institution can 
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4 M. Kerr 


The Family in ‘Traditional’ Working-Class England: 1 


С 


Excerpts from M. Kerr, The People ofShip Street, Routledge & 
Kegan Paul, 1958, pp. 40-45. 


“І couldn’t get on without me mother. I could get on without me 
husband. I don’t notice him,’ f 

This rather surprising statement made by a married молага 
thirty-nine with five children epitomizes what the Mums in t 
area feel about the relative values of mothers and husbands. 

In the same way this account of beatings by a child of oes 
epitomizes what children feel about the relative values of mothe! 
and fathers. б 

‘When me father beats us we hide behind our Mum: when m 
mother beats us I run out on the street.’ I deliberately ma 
interpreted and suggested, ‘So your mother must beat you тис 
harder, Vi?’ ‘Oh no,’ came the spontaneous reply, ‘me mother 
will protect us but me father won't,’ ! 

This feeling of the Power of the Mum is often instilled into 


children at an early age by the mother herself. A child of thirteen 
said: 
‘Me mother says, “You 


, 
t 

can get another father but you can 

get another mother”; 


Е 2 t 
and that’s true, isn’t it? You can’t 8° 


rry she would run away from home ап 


persuade her siblings to do the same. ‘I would not have a step- 


mother.’ 
Two children Of fifteen said: 
Steal from your mother you'r 
mother always Says, 
will wither Off you, ”? 
In adult life the general 
her husband home to live 
tions from the field. 


“ u 
‘Me mother always says, “ІЁ ae ; 
© no good to anyone.” — @ 
"ТЕ you steal from your mother your Бап 


е 
Pattern seems to be for а woman to am 
with her mother. The following quo s 
notes illustrate this more vividly than a2 
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formalized account could do. When Mrs R. married she asked her 
mother if she could bring her husband home. Her mother replied, 
“You can please yourself but I don’t want him.’ After a fort- 
night’s honeymoon Mrs R. was hack home with her husband and 
there they have remained ever sincê. She has never had nor 
wanted a home of her own. Ske has now been married twenty- 
five years and her husband and three surviving children are all 
members of her mother’s home. 

Mrs B. said that when she married, ‘I went straight back to 
me mother’s home with me husband.’ I asked if her husband 
hadn’t wanted to take her away and start a home of their own. I 
asked what would have happened if he had forced a choice on her. 
She looked at me in amazement and said, * Му husband loved my 
mother. He said I couldn’t have a better mother in the world.’ 
Mrs В. said she never would have left her mother as long as she 
lived. ‘When she died I thought I would have died.’ Other siblings, 
although married and with families, also remained in their 
Parents’ home. I asked Mrs B. if she felt the same towards her 
father as she did towards her mother. She replied her father was 
all right: ‘I mean to say he worked hard and kept us clean, but 
he drank. There is only one mother.’ (A woman aged fifty-three 
who says of her marriage, ‘My marriage is happy, my husband 
is good.’) 

Here is a husband’s experience who tried to break this general 
Pattern, who wanted a home of his own. When Billy and Maureen 
first married, Billy got her a lovely home. One day he returned 
from work to find a removal van driving away from what looked 
like his house. He stopped the van and asked the men whose 
things they were moving. He learnt from them they were moving 
his own. His wife had ordered the van and given instructions. 
Billy went in and questioned his wife. She said, “I’m going back 
to me mother, You can please yourself.’ Billy returned with her. 
It’s been like this throughout his married life. More than once he 
has attempted to set up a home with his wife and son alone; it’s 
always ended in the same way. Either his wife has returned to her 
Mother and he has eventually followed or else her mother has 
Come and parked on them. On one occasion he tried to hold out. 
He refused to go to her mother’s to live. He took their son and 
Placed him with his married sister who had a daughter about 
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the same age, while he himself returned to his own mother. 
He hoped his wife would come back to their home. She ‘did not. 
In the end he fetched his son and joined his wife in her mother’s 
home and there they are still. „ 

This is what a marrie¢ woman of forty with two children, 
whose mother is a member of fer husband’s household, says 
of the strength of the tie: 

“Т always tell her when she goes [dies], I will not be long after.’ 

In the section on ‘The Tie to the Locality’! the generalized 
feeling of attachment to the place only was stressed. In the cases 
mentioned this appeared to be the main motivation. However, in 
some cases there is the fear of leaving the mother. In the following 
instance the woman’s mother was tied to the locality and would 
not move even with her daughter to another place. Here is what 
the daughter’s husband had to say. Mr Y. told me that he doesn’t 
really like this neighbourhood or house and wants to move- 
Twice it was nearly achieved but on both occasions Mrs У. ratted 
at the last moment. The first time he was offered a very nice house 
on a housing estate. His wife said she wanted to move and they 
went over the house. She liked it very much. As they were leaving 
the house ‘she burst into tears and said she could never leave her 
mother’, Later he was offered a house somewhere else. His wife 
said she would like to see it, Again they went over it together and 
she was absolutely delighted with it, It was a lovely house, nicer 
than the other one and would have been very easy to тип, His 
wife would have been saved a great deal of her present chores. 
When he returned from work a few days after, he could see that 
his wife had been crying. He asked her what was the matter. She 
replied, ‘nothing’. He told her to come off it, he could see she had 
been crying. She told him she really liked the house at X but 
she didn’t want to move because she would have no friends 
there. Mr Y. said he knew the truth was that she would not leave 
her mother. (A woman of forty-four with six children, married 
twenty-six years. In spite of her tie to her mother, the husband 
said of his marriage, ‘If I had me life again, I'd do the same thing 
again. I'd marry the same partner – mind you the same partner 7 
at the same early age.’) [. . .] 

Married daughters who do not live in the same house as their 

1. Not reproduced here, [Ed] 
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Mums either move as near as possible or pay frequent visits. In 
many cases these women come to see their Mums every day. One 
takes a bus each night to say ‘goodnight’ if she has been preven- 
ted from seeing her Mum in the day. This daughter, aged twenty- 
five, has since moved back into her mother’s household taking her 
husband and three children with her. 
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5 J. Klein z 


The Family in ‘Traditional’ Working-Class England: 2: 


Excerpts from J. Klein, Samples from English Cultures, 
Routledge & Kegan Paul, 1965, vol. 1, pp. 103-13. 


In adolescence the young man starts work, and the pattern of 
manliness which is so important in this community takes on its 
adult form. The strong interdependence of the men at work is 
reflected in their out-of-work and social relations. If the woman’s 
place is in the home, the man’s place is as definitely outside it. 
After work, the men go home for a wash and a meal, and then go 
out again to meet their friends at the club, the pub, the corner, the 
sports-ground, The bond between the men who are accustomed 
to meet in this way is so strong and deep that Dennis, Henriques 
and Slaughter (1956) liken these groups at one point to ‘secret 
societies’. It is here that the men experience most fully the emo- 
tional satisfactions which social life affords; it is with other men 
that they are at their most relaxed, at ease and emotionally 
expansive. A man’s centre of activity is outside the home. He 
works and plays and makes contact with others outside his home. 
It is outside his home that the criteria of success and social 
acceptance are located. 

Mining is an occupation which encourages the formation of 
peer-groups. ‘The finest lot in the country,’ Zweig (1948) often 
heard ex-miners say about their former comrades. ‘I agree,’ said 
Zweig. ‘But tell me why you think so.’ To this came the reply: ЈЕ 
а man 5 willing to die for his comrades, is that not proof enough 
for you? And a miner would never spare himself or hesitate 
for a moment to rush with help into the most dangerous spot.” 


3 


1. Part of a commentary on N. Dennis, F. Henriques and C. Slaughter 
(1956). [Ed.] 

2. Zweig, like other authors, relates this characteristic also to the miners” 
generosity, solidarity and sense of justice. 
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The youths in Ashton spend most of their leisure time in groups 
of about half a dozen. Such a group will grow naturally out of 
schoolday friendships, perhaps with additions from workmates 
or from those with whom sporting interests are shared. After 
his evening meal, the youth of betwéen fifteen or eighteen will 
walk down to the street corne? or the cricket field or the youth 
club, wherever it is that his particular group is accustomed to 
gather. Together, they will gosto Calderford to the billiard saloon, 
20 to watch a football match or play themselves, and at the week- 
end visit a dance together. Round about the age of eighteen most 
of them will begin to drink beer, though very few of them are 
heavy drinkers yet. It is usual for them to spend an hour or two in 
the public house before a dance. On occasion one of them will 
become involved in a scuffle and his mates will come to his aid. 
Often this results in a full-scale fight. 

Fighting is only the extreme of solidarity which is found in these 
groups of young men. The group is a community group of the 
Most exclusive and possessive kind. For years on end the mem- 
bers will continue to share their leisure time. They do not take 
kindly to part-time members who have interests elsewhere. It is 
Soon remarked upon if one of the members begins to mix more 
with another group. 

The strongest competition for the attention and time of the 
8roup’s members is, of course, sex-interest. When a young man 
begins ‘courting strong’, the group reacts with strongly dis- 
Couraging sanctions to the possible diversion of attention. He 
is teased and threatened with social isolation. ‘Well we’d ask 
thee to come for a pint,’ the others say, ‘but we expect tha’s 
Off to get thy feet under t’table.’ To stay with a girl and enjoy her 
Company would be a form of unmanliness. Tenderness is not 
thought of as part of a man’s psychological equipment. The 
young man has to insist that he is ‘getting something out of it’. 
He will play down his emotional involvement with the girl, 
Justifying to the group the time he spends with her by claiming 
that she allows him sexual intercourse. The justification is not 
in terms of giving but in terms of taking. In the group’s behaviour 
and the youth’s relation to it at this stage, we see the beginning of 
what will be a continuing conflict between home ties and peer 
ties, 
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The strength of the peer tie does not noticeably diminish with 
age. In adult life the group of men with whom the miner shares 
his activities will often still be the one within which he has 
grown up. When arrangements are made to visit a certain sport- 
ing event or when the group goes on a drinking spree, he does 
not like to be left out; he likes # to be thought that he is still 
“one of the lads’. 

The male group, over the years, develops a set of attitudes and 
ideas which very deliberately exclude women, children and 
Strangers. It is at this point in the discussion that the authors 
refer to the resemblance to a ‘secret society’. One of the exclusive 
mechanisms which define the limits of the group is the use of 
Swear-words; these are directed familiarly to members of the 
group and offensively to those outside. Women are not sup- 
posed to hear these words from men, though they may use them 
in their own women’s circle, Thus for instance the bookie’s’ 
Office is part of the men’s world, where women have no place. 
A woman going into the office is subjected to jokes and language 
which in a more neutral locality would lead to a fight. The pub is 
somewhat less a male preserve than it was. A man ina pub swore 
in the hearing of a girl, was stopped and apologized. A minute or 
So later he repeated the offence, Her escort bristled. ‘I’m sorry, 
old lad, but she must expect to hear what comes out if she comes 
into the place at all.’ Nevertheless, the offender had to leave. 
This swearing is known as ‘pit-talk’, characteristically used in the 
pit and left behind there except in so far as the conditions are 
reproduced in other typically male assemblies. ‘Pit-talk’ not only 
demarcates the boundary between the women’s world and the 
men’s. It also preserves the gap between the generations. 


I’m like any other miner; I can swear as well as anybody, and, of 
course, my son as well — after all, he’s twenty-seven and he’s working at 
the face. But we've never sworn in front of each other. In fact I don’t 
think he’s ever heard me swear. But one day I was sitting waiting to 20 
out to the pit and a group of colliers came and sat nearby and he was 
one of them. They started talking and they swore just like any other lot. 
My lad didn’t know I was there and so he swore as merrily as anybody 
else. Well, I’ve never felt so awkward in my life before. I could feel 
myself blushing and managed to creep away without him seeing те. 
I'm glad I did because we’d both have felt very awkward, 
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The distinction between men’s conversation and women’s 
conversation is determined not only by ‘pit-talk’. Just as the men 
in the clubs talk mainly about their work and secondly about 
sport and never about their homes and families, so do their 
wives talk first of all about their work, i.e. their homes and fami- 
lies, and secondly within the range of things with which they are 
all immediately familiar. The men discourage any transgressions 
Over the line of this division of interests. When a woman does 
express any interest in politics or other general topic, she speaks 
tather apologetically, and can be prepared for her husband to tell 
her not to interrupt intelligent conversation: ‘What the hell do 
you know about it?’ 

Except at the weekend, when the men’s clubs and the Miners’ 
Welfare Institute allow women in, the women keep together 
much as the men do. For women as for men, the enjoyment 
of the company of others is a major source of leisure-time 
Satisfaction. (The other leisure interests of the women are also 
as few and uncreative as those of the men.) At one or other house 
in the street, the women will be ‘callin’, taking a cup of tea, 
with family, neighbours or both, spending some time in the morn- 
ing or the afternoon regularly in this way. At these women’s 
gatherings there is endless gossip about the neighbours, about 
their own husbands and children, about the past. [...] 


‘The recurrence of strictly contractual attitudes within the 
domestic sphere, and the way the bargain operates on the whole 
to the women’s disadvantage, makes striking reading for those 
from another culture. Strictness of role-definition is of course not 
Necessarily related to male dominance, but it happens to be so in 
Ashton, In extreme cases, the management-worker catch-as- 
Catch-can is repeated by husband and wife, he up to cunning 
dodges admired by his mates to avoid giving her housekeeping 
Money — she after him to get the money off him before he has 
Spent it all. Dennis, Henriques and Slaughter tell a remarkable 
Story illustrating a possibly legendary extreme in the reproduc- 
tion of man-management relations within the family sphere. A 
young panner married a girl from neighbouring Norwood and 
Went to share the house of her parents. His wife’s father was an 
Old collier and before the marriage he confided in him: 


J. Klein 73 


‘Now lad, tha knows we used to have to pay at t’ pit if we broke а 
shovel or a pick. Well, Гуе never telled Mary’s mother any different, 
and every fortnight or so I knock a few shillings off her wages for а 
shovel or a pick, even though we get "ет supplied now. Mary knows І 
claim [sic] for these things se don’t let on I’ve telled thee t’ secret; any- 


way, tha might as well do t’ sdme thesen because she knows ПО 
different.’ 


The young panner maintains he still does this, and his work- 
mates joke with him about his wages every week, making sug- 
gestions for deductions. He says that all his brothers-in-law carry 
on the practice, and one of them, while still living at home, once 
took no wages to his mother for a month after his pony had been 
killed in the pit. 

Just as industrial conflict is endemic, so is conflict in the home. 
Our authors note that the many disagreeements between husband 
and wife are essentially concerned with the question: in which 
sector of the community shall the money be spent — in the family 
and the home, or in the club? A girl of eighteen, who had been 
married two months, replied, when surprise had been expressed at 
her having a row with her husband: “Oh, that’s nowt. We have 
а row regularly every Saturday when I ask him for my wage and 
he doesn’t want to take me out with him.’ It is not an exaggeration 
to say that the row is an institution for the present-day family 19 
Ashton. Conditions external to each individual family аге re- 
sponsible for tension within; those same conditions make it 
impossible for harmony to be achieved by revolt against the 
whole structure of relations in the family. Nor does friendly ап 
rational discussion of differences seem available as a technique 
for smoothing out the disagreements. Instead, there will be ‘a 
row’. The row is the conventional way of expressing the conflict. 
At the same time it is a release, 

The wife’s role is defined in terms of the husband’s convenience 
much as the husband’s role of employee is defined in terms 0 
management’s convenience. (The children, similarly, are firmly 
kept in their place and from an early age made conscious of the 
social difference between the sexes.) The husband pays his wife 
an agreed weekly sum, called ‘her wages’. She may not know 
how much he earns or what proportion of his earnings is give? 
her. Indeed, the authors cite an instance in which а жота 


74 Change and Diversity in Family Systems 


asked whether her husband worked in town or nearer home, ` 
had to call a neighbour to ask if she knew. With her wage, the 
woman rules the household and makes all expenditure decisions, 
except for big items, such as a new cooker, for which her hus- 
band will pay out a further share from his wages. This practice 
is a great help to the wife, for érdinary hire-purchase items are 
paid out of her wages. 

The pattern is established before marriage. The young single 
men are earning well and very generous in buying each other 
drinks. Once married, who is going to get the free money? The 
men’s custom of paying the wife a regular wage ensures fairness 
at home (fairness here referring to the men’s feeling that they have 
fulfilled their contractual obligations) and yet enables them to 
Pay their proper share when drinking with the boys. The club, 
the pub, the bookie, have first claim on the free money. Leisure 
may also be bought with it, and the wife is conventionally pre- 
vented from putting pressure on the man to go to work, If 
money is plentiful, why not knock off work for a day? It isn’t as 
though the work were so attractive. 

The increased prosperity of the miner has not added in fair 
Proportion to the wife’s wages. Rather, because his pleasures are 
Centred in the male group outside the home, it has added to the 
free spending money. By spending his money with his friends 
in the way which is conventional in Ashton, the Ashton way of 

` life is perpetuated: the miner maintains his own standing while 
that of the women is as low as ever. 

It is by reason of processes like this that the authors are led to 
the conclusion that in Ashton the family as a unit is weakened by 
the existence of a series of institutions and practices which are the 
domain of the adult miners in the town and which are fundamen- 
tally opposed to the families of these men. From the age of 
Courtship, the attraction of the ‘secret society’ is a challenge to 
the growth of a full relationship between the miner and his girl or 
his wife. When he marries, the group’s attraction competes with 
the amount of time, interest and money which he is willing to 
devote to his family. The authors have no doubt that the conflict 

tween married couples springs from the antagonism between 
family interests on the one hand and the husband’s group on the 
Other, 
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Unlike the husband, the wives spend little on themselves with- 
out the approval of their spouse. The husband will query €X- 
penditure on items outside the normal household budget. This 
budget includes little for her clethes, less for her leisure, nothing 
for self-improvement. In this way the wife’s life is restricted to 
her family and her neighbours. * 

Restricted to the home as they are, wives do not appear actively 
to resent it. When pressed they will acknowledge jealousy of 
their husband’s freedom, but many of them say that they find 
satisfaction in the care of their children. (Indeed the confinement 
of the wife to the internal affairs of the family brings her much 
closer to her children than the father.) The husband having 
fulfilled his obligations when he has paid over the wife’s wage, 
it is part of the women’s side of the bargain that the home must 
be a comfortable place to come back to after work, with a meal 
prepared, a room tidy and warm, and a wife ready to wait upon 
him. There must be no cold meals, late meals, washing lying 
about, or ironing to do while he is at home. These duties should 
be performed while he is at work; when he is at home, the wife 
should concentrate on his comfort. The wife agrees with these 
stipulations; both acknowledge that a miner’s work is hard and 
that it is a ‘poor do’ if the wife cannot fulfill her part of the con- 
tract as long as the husband fulfills his. The authors cite an in- 
stance where a wife had gone to the pictures after asking her 
sister to prepare a meal and serve it when the husband came home. 
The husband so confronted threw the dinner ‘to Баск of t’ fire’. 
It was his wife’s duty to look after him. He would accept nO 
substitute. 

In fairness, it must be said that the contractual relation shows 
in a better light when one considers what happens when the тап 
is unable to fulfill his part of the bargain. If the man is out of work 
or paid very low wages, he may agree that the wife should go out 
to work. Then the bargain changes, a new contract is made: he 
may cook or make the beds if he comes home before she does- 
That this is a deviant pattern is shown by the embarrassment of 
the man in acknowledging that he does this. That it is a socially 
permitted alternative is shown later in the history of this very man 
who had thrown the food away. Because of deafness he #25 
forced to change to a job with much lower pay. His wife now 
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goes out to work at 7 a.m. and returns at 5.30 p.m. He helps her 
in all manner of ways in the house and has a meal ready for her 
when she returns home. 

In view of all these considerations it is no surprise that the 
authors comment that no developing or deepening of the con- 
jugal relationship takes place aftér the intensive sex-life of early 
marriage. Marriages in Ashton are a matter of ‘carrying on’ pure 
and simple. So long as the man works and gives his wife and 
family sufficient, and the woman uses the family’s ‘wage’ wisely 
and gives her husband the few things he demands, the marriage 
will carry оп. 

Because of the division in activity and ideas between men and 
Women, husband and wife tend to have little to talk about or do 
together, Here, in Ashton, the family is a system of relationships 
torn by a major contradiction at its heart; husband and wife 
live separate and in a sense secret lives. Many married couples 
Seem to have no intimate understanding of one another; the only 
Occasions on which they really approach each other is in bed, and 
Sexual relations are apparently rarely satisfactory to both part- 
ners, The stress on manliness defined as absence of tenderness, 
and the connexion of sexual matters with pit-talk, are obvious 
Components for an explanation of this. In addition, the lack of 
Sive-and-take, the contractual view of all relationships, and the 
Unusually rigid division of labour must be taken into considera- 


tion, 
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Family, Household and the Industrial Revolution 


Adapted from M. Anderson, ‘Household structure and the industrial 
revolution: mid-nineteenth-century Preston in comparative perspective’, 
in Т. Р. К. Laslett (ed.), The Comparative History of Family and 
Household, Cambridge University Pres$, 1971. 


Aims of the paper 


The Lancashire cotton towns in the middle of the nineteenth 
century were in many ways a half-way house between a predom- 
inantly rural pre-industrial England and the predominantly 
urban-industrial/commercial post-capitalist society of the present 
day. Communities like Preston, the town I shall be most con” 
cerned with here, had between a quarter and a third of their adult 
male population directly involved in factory industry, Because of 
the extensive use of child labour, however, a considerably higher 
proportion of the population were at one time or another of 
their lives employed in the dominant cotton textile industry. The 
domestic handloom sector still survived, but it was of ever- 
shrinking size, Of those not employed in industry, hardly any had 
agricultural occupations. The prosperity of the mass of the popu- 
lation of almost 70,000 was firmly linked to the cotton textile in- 
dustry. 

These communities were, then, firmly a part of the’ urban” 
industrial order, oases in the midst of a predominantly rural 
nation. In them were to be found all the problems which beset 
capitalist societies — cyclical unemployment, overcrowding, 
large families struggling on low wages, factory-working wives 
and mothers, and large inmigrant populations, But this was still 
an early stage in the transition to the more integrated advanced 
industrial society we know today. The problems had emerged 
with full force but the social changes which were to ameliorate 
or remove them had not yet appeared. Thus bureaucratically 
organized social security provision for the old, the sick, the 
unemployed, the pregnant mother and the large family was mini- 
mal and only given at great social and psychological cost to th? 
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recipient. Bureaucratically organized community social welfare 
services Were almost non-existent. Fertility control was only just 
beginning, and mortality was as high or higher than ever. Wages 
were low, primary poverty widespread, housing appalling and 
relatively expensive. ° 

Obviously, these communitiesshave particular interest to the 
Social historian and the sociologist. By investigating their family 
and household structure we can perhaps get clues which will 
help us resolve the many paradoxes which appear when we com- 
pare pre-industrial England with the present day. Here I want to 
concentrate particularly on one of these. 

Why, contrary to all that one might be led to expect by the pre- 
dictions of the cruder, and even of many of the more sophisticated, 
Proponents of the thesis of convergence of family structures with 
industrialization towards a conjugal type, has there apparently 
been a massive increase over the past two centuries in co-residence 
of married couples and their parents, and precisely how and 
when did it come about 7 

The remainder of this paper falls into two parts. The first 
Presents some (necessarily selective) data on various aspects of 
household and family structure in Preston in 1851, and con- 
trasts it, on the one hand, with some of the figures which 
Laslett has at various times made public from his investigations 
On pre-industrial England (e.g. Laslett, 1969), and, on the other, 

‘with recent data on British family structure, notably from the 
1966 sample census and’ from Rosser and Harris’s study of 
Swansea.1 I have also included for comparison some figures for 
1851 from my own data on the Lancashire agricultural villages 
where many of the migrants to Preston had been born. This area 
Was, however, unlike most of the rest of rural England where the 
agriculture was based on large farms and outdoor day labourers. 
In rural Lancashire there was much more of an almost peasant- 
type subsistence family farm system, where what employed labour 
there was was mainly the indoor farm servant, marriage was late, 


1. General Register Office (1968); Rosser and Harris (1965). Neither of 
these sources present data in quite the form required for the purpose at 
hand, so some estimates have had to be made. The data based on these two 
Sources are, therefore, only approximate. For a fuller discussion of this 


Point see the original version of this paper. 


M. Anderson 79 


many never married, and children remained at home into their 
twenties іп the expectation of an inheritance of the farrii or of a 
portion of the family estate (cf. Anderson, in press, a, chapter 7). 

The second part offers an interpretation of the trends which the 
first reveals. Many of these interpretations are necessarily rather 
speculative. We still do not have nearly enough studies of the 
family structure of factory towns in the nineteenth, let alone in 
the early twentieth, century to be,able to make firm generaliza- 
tions about the impact of the various facets of urban-industrial 
life. Nor do we have adequate descriptive data for pre-industrial 
rural England to support our crude data оп co-residence, What 
data we have, however, seem compatible with the interpretations 
offered here. 
` The Preston data are taken from а 10 per cent sample of houses 
from the enumerators’ books of the 1851 census. The rural 
sample is not representative of any finite population. It was drawn 
with the object of comparing the family structure of those рег- 
sons who had migrated to Preston from villages where more , 
than half the 1831 population had been employed in agriculture, 
with the family types which were found in the villages from which 
they had come. A variable fraction stratified sample was therefore 
drawn so that the percentage of sample households taken from 
any one village was proportional to the percentage of all the 
migrants who had come from that village. Since, however, the 
family and household structure of these migrants turned out to be 
little different from that of the population as a whole, I shall here, 
for convenience, use it for comparisons with the whole Preston 
population. 

Households are taken as ‘census families’. Doubtful cases 
follow the rules outlined elsewhere (Anderson, in press, c). 


Historical data 
Table 1 shows the extent to which households were likely, at 
different points in the past, to contain persons outside the nuclear 
family of the head.2 

2. The figures for England and Wales are from General Register Office 


(1968, pp. 1-2). Those for Swansea are derived from Rosser and Harris 
(1965, р. 148). The figures in the original are for household, not family 
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Table 1 Percentage of Households with Kin, Lodgers and 
Servants for Various Communities 


a 


Kin Lodgers Servants* 
England and Wales 1966 (approx.) 10 ° t 0 
Swansea 1960 (approx.) 8° 10-13 <3 <3 
Preston 1851 23 23 10 
Rural 1851 27 10 28 
Laslett 1564-1821 "10 <1 29 


*Servants include apprentices in Preston and the tural samples 

tFigures not available 

The most marked differences which seem to emerge here are: 
1. When compared with pre-industrial England, the larger 
proportion of households with kin in both 1851 samples, to a level 
well above the modern figure. This figure, indeed, approximates 
to that for pre-industrial England. The Lancashire rural sample 
is probably not typical of England as a whole, though Professor 
Williams’s Ashworthy figure (between 31 per cent and 34 per 
cent) is actually higher (Williams, 1963, p. 218). Both Ashworthy 
and North Lancashire had a predominance of family farms and 
few farm labourers, and it was above all on these family farms 
that kin, particularly married children co-residing with parents, 
were to be found.3 


2. The far larger number of households with lodgers in Preston, 
compared both with pre-industrial England and with Swansea, 
In Preston, lodgers made up 12 per cent of the sample and over 20 
per cent of the twenty to twenty-four age group. The married 
couples in lodgings were largely young and with small families, 
and inmigrants were over-represented in their number (cf. 
Anderson, in press, a, chapter 5). 

3. Servants in Preston in 1851 already show signs of the ultimate 


Composition, and contain a 4 per cent ‘other’ category, which ОЕ раш 
co-residing non-kin, and families with kin other than married children and 
their children, and siblings. The figures for pre-industrial Bngland are ощ 
Laslett (1969), except for the lodger figure which is from Armstrong (1968, 
P. 72). 

3. For a fuller disc 
chapters 3 and 7. 


ussion and explanation, see Anderson (in press, a) 
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decline to which this class was destined. Employment in the fact- 
ories was, of course, not conditional on co-residence, and the 
opportunities it offered to the young made it difficult to recruit 
suitable children to service. Servants and apprentices made up 
3 per cent of the population. , 

In the rural sample servants made up 16 per cent of the 
sample population aged over fifteen. By contrast with the towns, 
the number of men more or less equalled the number of women, 
and the 225 farm servants who were aged over fifteen made up 
43 per cent of the paid agricultural labour force in these age 
groups. 

Table 2 turns attention to the structure of the families of house- 
hold heads. 


Table 2 Structure of the Families of Household Heads* 


England Swansea Preston Rural Laslett 


Family Type & Wales 1960 1851 1851 1564-1821 
1966 (approx.) 
(approx.) 

No related person 17 10+ 4 5 

Married couple only 24 22+ 10 12 90 

Parent(s) and 

unmarried child(ren) 

only 49 54+ 63 56 


Parent(s) and married 
child(ren) but no 


other kin 5 9+ 9 6 10 
Parent(s) and married 

child(ren) with other kin 087=5= 1 0 

Other combinations of 

kin 4 13 21 

All (percentage) 99 100 100 100 100 
N= 1,533,954 1958 1240 855 


*Some of this group are here because they have co-residing non-kin, 
since the figures for Swansea are for household structure, not structure of 
the families of the household heads. 


4. For comment on the Swansea figures see footnote 2. The pre-industrial 
figures are derived from Laslett (1969). 
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The markedly higher present-day figures for both Swansea and 
Englarfd and Wales as a whole are obviously the most striking 
features of this table. 

Little difference appears in Table 2 in the proportion living 
without any relative in their household. The different distribution 
of childless couples compared with couples with unmarried 
children mainly reflects the fall in family size and the older age 
distribution of the Swansea population. 

Other highly significant differences appear in the remaining 
rows. Laslett’s communities have very few parent/married child 
households indeed (Laslett, 1969). By contrast, in Preston, 10 per 
cent of all families were of this type, and Rosser and Harris’s 
modern figures are at about the Preston level, though the 
figures for England and Wales as a whole are lower. Foster also 
found a 10 per cent figure for Oldham (1967, p. 314). The urban- 
industrial revolution, then, seems, contrary surely to all expecta- 
tions ten years ago, to have been associated with a considerable 
increase in co-residence of parents and married children. How- 
ever, Foster’s (1967) finding’ that the comparable 1851 figures for 
Northampton and South Shields, both industrial towns, were 
only 5 рег cent and 4 per cent respectively suggests that the 
issue is not as simple as it might at first appear. Further dis- 
cussion of this issue appears below. 

The other main point to emerge from Table 2 is the way in 
which ‘other kin’ family types maintained or even increased their 
proportion in the urban industrial society, and only fell away 
in the past 100 years. This issue too is best discussed below. Suffice 
to note here that Foster found these ‘other kin’ in 12 per cent of 
Northampton families, 16 per cent of Oldham families and 11 
per cent of South Shields families (1967, р. 314). Certainly this 
family type was a widespread phenomenon. 

Just who these co-residing kin were is explored further in 
Table 3. 

By far the most remarkable thing to modern eyes about both 
columns of Table 3 is the immense number of ‘parentless’ 


5. Firth (1964, p. 74) found that only 16 per cent ofhis Highgate sample 
(though 30 per cent of the middle class (Crozier, 1965, p. 17)) had co- 
residing kin, which suggests that in London, too, this family type was not as 
Predominant as it was in Lancashire. 
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Table 3 Relationship of Kin to Household Head 
(Percentage of All Kin) 


Preston Rural 
©1851 1851 
Father or father-in-law 3.38 3-2t 
Mother or mother-in-law 5-7* 4:01 
Married/widowed son ог р 
son-in-law 111 6:9 
Married/widowed daughter or 
daughter-in-law 12:3 5:9 
Grandchild with parents 13-7 10:9 
‘Stem’ family members 46-1 30:9 
Unmarried siblings (married head) 9-1 8:4 
Unmarried siblings (unmarried 
head) 5:0 8-6 
Unmarried members of family of 
orientation 14-1 17:0 
Married or widowed siblings ог 
siblings-in-law 51 4-0 
Nieces/nephews with parents 43 2:2 
Married siblings and family 9-4 6:2 
Nieces/nephews without parents 15:0 11:9 
Grandchildren without parents 13-3 30:2 
‘Parentless’ children 28:3 42-1 
Uncles, aunts and cousins 1:4 1:4 2:0 2:0 
Others 0:81 0:8 178 17 
АП (percentage) 100۰1 100-1 99:9 99:9 
N= 513 513 404 404 
*All widowed. 


ТАП but one widowed. 

$Son-in-law’s father, son-in-law’s brother, grandmother, great nephew. 

§Five not specified (probably nieces/nephews, siblings-in-law, or cousins) 
great-niece and her illegitimate child. 


children, 28 per cent of all kin in Preston, and 42 per cent in the 
rural sample. I have been unable to find any comparable tables 
for present-day communities, but a glance at the first column of 
Table 2 suggests that the figure is well under 5 per cent. By con- 
trast the proportion for pre-industrial England may well have 
been higher still, and can certainly have been little lower. 
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Thus in Preston, while there were also still large numbers of 
this ‘p&rentless’ group so rare today, there was also a much 
larger number of the ‘new’, ‘twentieth-century’ group of one ог 
two grandparents, one or two married children and their families, 
and married siblings and their families. We appear, therefore, to 
have in Preston something ofa halfway stage in the transition, 
with both pre-industrial and modern types of kinship super- 
imposed, = 

Before trying to analyse just who these various groups were, 
and why they were co-residing, attention is perhaps usefully 
turned to Tables 4 and 5. Aggregate tables on family structure, 
such as Tables 2 and 3, can be rather misleading in a comparative 
Perspective, because, given the typical English pattern where 
co-residence of married children and parents is mainly confined 
to the first years of marriage, and to the old age (particularly the 
widowhood) of the parents, such tables are highly sensitive to 
varying population age structures. Before proceeding further, 
then, it is instructive to look briefly at some tables where age or 
life-cycle stage are controlled. 

Table 4 shows the co-residence patterns of the section of the 
community aged over sixty-five. The ‘Britain’ figures are from the 
old people in a three industrial societies study (Stehouwer, 1965, 
р. 146), 

The marked pattern of co-residence with children in Preston 
is particularly to be noted. Rather few old people there lived apart 
from a relative. Indeed, when the proportion of old people who 
could have had a child alive at all is estimated (and this figure is 
Considerably below that for modern Britain and probably below 
the rural figure), it is obvious that well over 80 per cent of those 
old people who had a child alive were, in Preston in 1851, in fact 
living with one or other of their children.¢ 

Table 5 shows the residence patterns of the young childless 
Couples,7 $ ] 

In Preston, as in Swansea, only just over half of all childless 
younger couples lived in households of their own and apart from 
their parents. In contrast to Swansea, however, where most of the 
Test lived with parents, over half of this group in Preston lived аз 


6. For details of the estimate, see Anderson (in press, с). 
7. For Swansea, from Rosser and Harris (1965, р. 167). 
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Table 4 Household Composition of the Over Sixty-Fives 
(Percentage) Listing in Priority Order 


a 


Married Widowed, single 
and separated 


Britain Preston ‘Rural Britain Preston Rural 
1962 1851 1851 1962 1851 1851 


Living with; 
Married 
child(ren) 6 16 13 27 41 26 
Unmarried 
child(ren) 26 47 36 27 29 21 
Spouse only 68 37 50 - - = 
Other kin only - = a 4 8 18 
No related 
person = = = 42 22 35 
АП (percentage) 100 100 99 100 100 100 
N= 1022 70 143 889 124 106 


lodgers in another household. (None in Preston co-resided in а 
household headed by a kinsman other than a parent.) Part of this 
difference may be due to the rather different criteria by which 
households are distinguished in the two studies, but there is по 
doubt that many of these lodger couples did, in fact, share а 
common table and would therefore have been classified as lodgers 
even by Rosser and Harris. Compared with Laslett’s figures, in 
contrast, even the 16 per cent who lived with parents are prob- 
ably a very numerous body indeed. 


Table 5 Residence Patterns of Childless Couples where the 
Wife was Aged under Forty-Five (Percentage) 


Swansea Preston Rural 


1960 1851 1851 
Percentage living: 
In own household 57 58 80 
Co-residing with parents 40 16 13 
Other 3 26 7 
All (percentage) 100 100 100 
N= 97 158 46 
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Thus it seems likely that urban-industrial life of the cotton- 
town type markedly increased the proportion of wage-earner 
families in which parents and married children co-resided. It also 
markedly increased the alternative form of residence for the young 
married couple, living as lodgers with another family. Compared 
with pre-industrial England, However, the proportion of ‘ parent- 
less’ children did not decline, and may even have increased 
somewhat. Twentieth-century urban life saw a marked reduction 
in this latter group but some considerable further increase in the 
co-residence of young married children and their parents, 
probably to some extent at the expense of the lodger group. But, 
in spite of this increase, more old people live alone today than in 
nineteenth-century Preston; possibly more do so than did in 
pre-industrial England. 


Interpretation of data 

T have argued elsewhere (Anderson, in press, a, especially chapter 
2) that, if we are to understand variations and changes in patt- 
erns of kinship relationships, the only worthwhile approach is 
consciously and explicitly to investigate the manifold advantages 
and disadvantages that any actor can obtain from maintaining 
one relational pattern rather than another, and I have outlined 
what I see as the main considerations which must be taken into 
account in any such approach. Here I want to go further and sug- 
gest, that, in the case of co-residence, a very special set of 
hypotheses, which consider only economic advantages and dis- 
advantages, may be appropriate. In short, I am suggesting that 
any significant proportion of one group of actors in a society (say 
young married men) will generally only be found co-residing with 
another given class of kin (say widowed parents) if: 


1. The time discounted, average life-span, economic advan- 
tages to most of them of doing so (bearing in mind that co- 
residence will normally imply some sharing of resources and sup- 
Port if necessary) outweigh or at least are not greatly exceeded by 
the economic disadvantages which they would suffer either directly 
from the kinsman, or from third parties, if they did not doso: and 


2. If most of the other party would also receive net advantages 
calculated in the same Way. 
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Conscious calculation of these advantages is seen in this 
approach as only occurring under rather special conditions;® 
generally norms develop to set a seal on conduct which is in line 
with these economic pressures. In highly stable and fairly pros- 
perous societies (which the Societies we are concerned with here 
меге not), where the future is reasonably predictable, it can be 
shown, on the premises used, that norms would logically develop 
as a kind of insurance policy to provide at least for all who 
have relatives, some minimum standard of living provided by kin, 
except if assistance at this minimal level were seen as obtainable 
from some other outside agency. 

There is no space to go further into this matter in this paper. 
Here I am mainly concerned with the principle as a conceptual 
framework which may help us to understand changes and dif- 


ferences in patterns of co-residence. To this detailed problem I 
now return. 


“Parentless’ children 


Firstly, then, who were these parentless children who seem to 
have been present in a sizeable proportion of households over 
most of rural and urban England? 

Some of the odd grandchildren were undoubtedly illegitimate 
Sons and daughters of co-residing daughters, or, indeed, of 
daughters who had left home to marry ог for other reasons. It 
is now impossible except by reconstitution techniques to ascertain 
what this proportion might have been, but it does seem as if this 
was a fairly standard behaviour pattern. A second group were 
children of orphaned parents, children who had lost one parent 
(particularly the mother), and also children of mothers who had 
remarried. In all these cases it seems to have been normal for 
relatives to take over the children, assisted often by a small 
parish allowance in return (Anderson, in Press, a, chapter 10). 
Children in this class undoubtedly make up а not inconsiderable 
proportion of the group as a whole. A third, and probably small, 


8. These problems, together with those raised by the next sentence, and 
such problems as the determinants of rates of time discount, are discussed at 
some length in Anderson (in press, а). 

9. For the detailed references in support of this Statement see Anderson 
(in press, a, chapter 10). 
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group are those who, though they had parents alive and living in 
the community, lived with aunts, uncles or grandparents to 
relieve the overcrowding in their own households or, possibly, to 
provide aged grandparents with some company and help around 
the house or in a small shop. Several’cases which look very like 
this cropped up during the work on enumerators’ books, and the 
Phenomenon of ‘lending a child’ is not unknown in modern 
working-class communities (сЁ. e.g. Young and Willmott, 1957, 
p. 38). 

Certainly, for one reason or another, widows and single women 
were more than twice as likely to have such ‘parentless’ kin in 
their households as were the rest of the population. Most of these 
young men and women were already earning and would thus be 
already keeping thernselves and, indeed, probably making some 
useful contribution towards the family finances (about 80 per 
сеп! were over ten years of age). Many more would soon be 
doing so ina society where child labour was the norm (and many 
Of those who were sent out to work very young do indeed seem 
to have been being cared for by kin; cf. e.g. Parliamen- 
tary Papers, PP 1833 XX, DI, 34, and see also Anderson, in 
Press, a, chapter 11). Many of the rest would have been the 
Children of co-residing daughters who more than paid for their 
keep, 

__ To this social welfare function, however, one must also add an 
important economic function of kinship which both overlapped 
With the first and also made its own independent contribution to 
the figures. In the nineteenth century it was above all through the 
gency of kin that one got а job.'® Where one had a kinsman 
Who had his own business or farm he might frequently offer a job 
directly, Particularly to the sons of siblings who had fallen on hard 
times, and this would frequently involve co-residence (Anderson, 
10 press, a, chapters 9 and 10). Some of these kin are described in 
the occupation columns of the schedules as servants, while many 
So-called servants were almost certainly kin. Their status in the 
household was probably often little different from that of the 
NOn-relative who would otherwise have been given the place. The 
Net cost, therefore, was probably minimal, the system meant 
that Orphans and the children of destitute kin were provided for, 
10. For a detail discussion see Anderson (in press, a, chapter 9). 
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and kin were probably easier to sanction, less likely to leave their 
jobs, and probably, therefore, more reliable. 

In the towns, of course, most of the population were employees, 
but recruitment to jobs in the factories or in the labouring gangs 
was similarly influenced by kinship considerations. ‘Asking for’ 
a job for kin was normal in the factory towns, and the employers 
used the kinship system to recruit labour from the country 
(Anderson, in press, a, chapter 9). Fhis process of drawing in kin 
from rural areas continued in London to the end of the nine- 
teenth century at least.11 Most of these kin were single, being 
especially siblings, and nieces and nephews. When they got to the 
town to the job their kinsman found for them, they had nowhere 
to live, so they normally lodged with him. This, then, is the second 
major source of ‘parentless’ kin. It is also, surely, the reason why 
inmigrant couples (except significantly those from other factory 
towns) had almost as many siblings, nieces and nephews, and 
cousins in their households as did the Preston born (for details, 
see Anderson, in press, a, chapter 10), and also, surely, the reason 
why it was above all the better paid factory workers — overseers 
and spinners and the like – who had these relatives in their homes 
(Anderson, in press, a, chapter 10). These were the men with the 
greatest influence over factory recruitment. 

In sum, then, in industrializing England, men continued to be 
able, and indeed possibly became more able, to perform functions 
for their kin which were to these kin a considerable economic 
advantage. They could, moreover, do this at minimum cost (0 
themselves except sometimes in the rather short run. The twent- 
ieth century, by contrast, reduced the control of kin over jobs, 
and reduced the scale of migration of young single persons. At 
the same time orphanage decreased and the Welfare State 
cushioned the poor from the worst ravages of crises. In COP 
sequence this class of kin largely disappeared from British homes- 


Parents and married children 


To explain the co-residence of parents and married children in 
larger proportions in Preston and Oldham than in both pre 
industrial England, and other nineteenth-century towns 50 far 


11. Perhaps the classic discussion of this kin-based migration and оссир^ 
ational recruitment service is in Booth (1892, pp. 132-5). 
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studied is a considerably more difficult problem. By contrast with 
the зи а оп among the better-off farmers in rural Lancashire, 
a faitly simple economic explanation based on economic co- 
operation in a family enterprise and the promise of future 
rewards from it is clearly unsuitable (Anderson, in press, a, chap- 
ter 7); by far the larger proportion of the population of Preston 
were employees, and, anyway, there was there no clear associa- 
tion between socio-economic group, and parent/married child 
co-residence, 

Rather, as I have argued at greater length elsewhere (Ander- 
son, in press, a, especially chapters 10-12), my interpretation 
Tequires that attention be turned to other aspects of urban-social 
life, In most working-class communities before the coming of the 
Welfare State, if someone survived to old age (and many did not), 
then he could look forward to a life of poverty. This was particul- 
arly true, perhaps, in the towns, where the cost of living, and 
also rents were higher. It seems probable then that old people, 
particularly widows, would in general have been best off if they 
could co-reside with married children. They would thus save on 
Tent, and participate in the economies of scale of the common 
table. Young married couples, too, might benefit from sharing, 
because they, too, would save on rent. But, and this is the crucial 
Point, nineteenth-century society and the society which preceded 
it were, in general, poor societies, societies where after one had 
done one’s best for one’s own nuclear family, there was little 
left for anyone else, unless that someone else could contribute to 
the family’s resources in return. And, if one was young and newly 
married, to take an old person into one’s household or to join the 
household of that old person meant that this person could not 
but be given some of these scarce resources now, and also in the 
future when one’s family was larger and poverty loomed at the 
door; the old persons would probably need some help even if they 
Were receiving a parish pittance. If one refused to take them in, 
the Guardians would usually make sure they did not die of want; 
indeed their standard of living would probably be little if at all 
lower, Usually, moreover, this person could not give much of use 
in return, This, I would argue, explains the reluctance of the 
Population of most nineteenth-century towns, and probably 
also of nineteenth-century and indeed pre-industrial rural areas, 
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to share with old people even when soon after marriage they could 
for a while afford to do so. It is much more difficult to eject some- 
one than never to take them in. 

In the cotton towns, however, the situation was different. 
Here, though poverty was widespread, it was a little less biting 
than elsewhere and it lasted for a shorter part of the life cycle 
(cf. Foster, 1967). The drain of a non-productive relative was 
thus anyway somewhat less severe: But, and this may have been 
the crucial issue, the relative could also substantially increase 
the family income, not usually by seeking employment in the 
labour market, but by caring for the children and home while the 
mother worked in the factory. In this way the mother could have 
child and home looked after better, and probably more cheaply, 
than by hiring someone to do so, and the income she brought in 
kept the relative and gave a considerable surplus to the family 
budget. 

Thus, in these communities, the old person could be valuable, 
not a drain on family resources. Even if the wife did not work, the 
old person could frequently earn her keep by performing similar 
services for a neighbour who did. It is, then, perhaps not sur- 
prising that few old people lived alone. i 

By contrast, however, not all young married couples had parents 
alive, and many were inmigrants whose parents lived elsewhere. It 
was migrants in particular who lived in lodgings rather than with | 
kin, though some actually brought their parents in to join them. 
Some others had many siblings still living at home, so here con- 
siderations of overcrowding prevented their co-residing, though 
many lived near by. It would thus seem that only a minority of ) 
young married couples, even in Preston, were physically able to 
co-reside. 

One may then perhaps suggest more speculatively that in the 
later nineteenth and early twentieth centuries these advantages © 
co-residence continued in Lancashire and gradually spread else- 
where. The advantages to young married couples of co-residenc® 
if anthing increased as housing continued to be in short supPl¥- 
At the same time the decline in family poverty meant that, 
proportionally, the cash disadvantages to them of taking ЇЙ 
dependent kin declined. At the same time family size began to fall. 
More space thus became available at home, and fewer othe 
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married siblings were competing for the right to co-reside. More 
реорјећаа parents available too, because inmigrants came to bea 
smaller proportion of the total population, and some decline in 
adult mortality set in, 

On the other hand, this very stabilization of communities, 
together with the old-age pension, changed the situation for the 
old. They could live near their children, not with them,!2 and 
more and more could afford to pay rent for a home of their own. 
Their children anyway were younger and most had left home for 
a while before widowhood struck. 

Thus, while more and more couples came to co-reside for a few 
years after marriage, the proportion of old people who wished to 
Co-reside probably began to fall. Some detailed investigations of 
household structure in the early twentieth century are necessary 
before we can understand the full situation here. The changes 
brought about by the introduction of the old-age pension in 
1908 may well have been particularly significant. 

What evidence is there in support of this interpretation? 

Firstly, it is possible to show that in Preston it was only those 
in more affluent states who took in kin who could not support 
themselves. In Preston, of all households whose family standard 
of living was estimated as being within 4s. of the primary poverty 
line, only 2 per cent contained kin none of whom had a recorded 
Means of support; of those with a standard of living 20s, and 
More above, the figure was 11 per cent. By contrast 9 per cent of 
the first group and 12 per cent of the second contained kin at 
least one of whom was self-supporting.!> 

There is also considerable contemporary comment by members 
of the working class that the possibility of assistance to kin was 
Severely circumscribed by the costs which it incurred, unless such 
kin could either bring in some income through employment, or 
unless the Poor Law authorities were prepared to pay them some 
Telief (see Anderson, in press, a, chapters 10 and 11). The Poor 

W Commissioners of 1834 found a similar attitude to support of 
Parents to be prevalent in many parts of rural England (e.g. 


12. For a similar observation on modern communities, cf. Willmott and 
Young (1960, р. 43). 

13. Cf. Anderson (in press, a, especially chapter 11). The method of 
calculating the standard of living is set out in Anderson (in press, Б), 
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PP 1834 XXVII, especially 54). In addition, calculating reactions 
of this kind to assistance to kin in situations of extreme poverty 
have been pointed out by my own research on pre-famine rural 
Ireland (Anderson, in press, a,-chapter 7), by Banfield in Italy 
(1958, especially р. 121), апа by Sahlins as typical of primitive 
societies (1965, especially р. 165). * 

Secondly, there is also supporting evidence for the special 
interpretation which has been offered for the cotton towns. Just 
such an explanation was offered for the low Lancashire poor 
rates by the special commissioner sent to inquire into the state 
of Stockport in 1842 (РР 1842 XXXV, 7 and 77). Households 
with children under ten where the wife worked were three times 
as likely to have had a co-residing grandmother (Anderson, in 
press, a). Some married couples actually took unrelated old 
people into their households rent free and all found to provide 
just such a service (cf. e.g. Waugh, 1881, p. 85; cited in Anderson, 
in press, a, chapter 11), and others brought their parents in from 
the country (PP 1836 XXXIV, 25, 69; PP 1859 Ses 2, УП, 116; 
PP 1837-8 XIX, 309; and sample data). Booth’s (1894) data on 
poor relief for the elderly, compiled at the end of the century, 
show markedly fewer old people in receipt of relief in areas where 
married women habitually worked. 

Obviously, at this stage, such an interpretation remains specu- 
lative, but it does seem to offer considerable scope for future 
research. The problem is a complex one, and many factors are 
obviously involved which we are only gradually coming to under 
stand. 
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Part Two Ц 
Relationships of Adults with 
Parents and Wider Kin 


Parsons’s assertion (Reading 2 and Parsons, 1959) that ‘the 
isolated nuclear family’ typified the American kinship system set 
off a major controversy among family sociologists (cf., for 
example, Litwak, 1960a and b; Rodman 1965). Sussman and 
Burchinal (Reading 7) were among Parsons’s most vehement 
critics, producing in support of their case a mass of evidence on 
exchange of services, cash and valuable gifts, on visiting patterns, 
and on the extent of the desire to interact with kin. 

Parsons (Reading 8), replying to his critics, argues that he has 
been misunderstood. He was seeking to demonstrate that, by 
comparison with many pre-industrial societies, there is a much 
greater differentiation of the kinship system from the other major 
Sub-systems of society. There is a much greater degree of choice 
over the extent to which one interacts with kin, and therefore of 
Variation in patterns of kinship relationships, of a kind largely 
unknown in other societies. Readers may like to contrast ў 
Reading 1, and also to refer to the useful discussion in Harris 
(1969), 

More recent writers have sought to explore more deeply the 
extent and the sources of these variations, and have shown up 
Something of the complexity of the problem. Readings 9, 10 and 
11 are three good examples of attempts to elucidate the patterns 
and social significance of kinship relationships in modern 
Societies on the basis of empirical research. Note particularly 
Adams’s stress (Reading 10) on the need to differentiate clearly 
between different categories of kin. A major problem, however, 
has been to agree on just what one is trying to measure and why, 
and each of these authors approaches the problem from a 


different standpoint. Note, also, the range of variables reviewed 
by Sussman and Burchinal (Reading 7). У 

Thus, Turner (Reading 9) treats as his dependent variable the 
extent to which kinship directly, influences the patterning of 
social relationships in othér sotal organizations. Adams 
(Reading 10) stresses feelings of obligation and affect, and contact 
rates. Bell (Reading 11) concentrates particularly on the extent 
to which kinship relationships provide resources which the 
nuclear family can use to attain its goals, particularly its goal of 
maintaining status in the local community. Obviously, these 
different approaches to the subject lead to different conclusions 
and to problems of comparability. It is at least arguable that 
much of the difference between Bell’s and Adams’s conclusions 
on the effect of social mobility on kinship is the result of their 
different concepts rather than of differences in attitudes towards 
social mobility in the two societies. There is obviously some 
scope for conceptual clarification in this area. 

Another issue that has attracted much recent attention is the 
relationship between kinship, friendship and neighbours in 
mobile industrial societies. Litwak and Szelenyi (Reading 12) 
offer an interesting theoretical discussion of this problem, but 
there have been a number of other lines of approach (cf. 
particularly Adams, 1967). The setting of kinship in a wider 
primary group setting is obviously a fruitful line for future 
research. 
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The Kin Family Network in Urban-Industrial America 


oF 
М. В. Sussman and L. С. Burchinah Kin family network: 
unheralded structure in current conceptualization of family functioning’, 
Marriage and Family Living, vol. 24, 1962, pp. 231-40. 


o 


Introduction 


Most Americans reject the notion that receiving aid from their 
kin is a good thing. The proper ideological stance is that the 
individual and his family should fend for themselves. The family 
in this instance is nuclear in structure and consists of husband and 
wife and children. Further investigation would probably reveal 
that most of these rejectors are receiving or have received financial 
and other types of aid from their kin long after the time they were 
supposed to be on their own. After marriage many are involved 
within a network of mutual assistance with kin, especially with 
parents. Moreover, one would find that independence of the 
nuclear family of procreation is being maintained. Where in- 
dependence is threatened, it is probably due to other causes. The 
rejection of the idea of receiving aid from kin and actually being 
helped by them is another case of discrepancy between belief and 


` practice, 


Discrepancies between belief and practice of ‘ideal’ and ‘real’ 
behavior are common in our society. In family sociology the 
reason is ‘academic cultural lag’, the lag between apparently 
antiquated family theory and empirical reality. The theory 
stresses the social isolation and social mobility of the nuclear 
family while findings from empirical studies reveal an existing and 
functioning extended-kin family system closely integrated within 
а network of relationships and mutual assistance along bilateral 

inship lines and encompassing several generations. 

The major purpose of this paper is 10 reduce the lag between 


1. The authors adopt Eugene Litwak’s interpretation of the modified 
extended family. It is one that ‘does not require geographical ргоршашіу; 
Occupational nepotism, ог integration, and there аге no strict authority 
Telations, but equalitarian ones.’ (see Litwak, 1960b). The components of 


M. B. Sussman and L. G. Burchinal 99 


family theory and research in so far as it concerns the functioning 
of the American kin family network and its matrix of help and 
service among kin members. The procedure is to review relevant 
theory and conclusions derived from research on kin family z 
networks completed by» sociĵogists and anthropologists. Ap- 
propriate modifications of existing theory which posits the notion 
of the isolated nuclear family are then suggested.? 


Nuclear family theory 

Durkhcim, Simmel, Tönnies and Mannheim have stressed that 
the family in urban society is a relatively isolated unit. Social 
differentiation in complex societies requires of its members а 
readiness to move, to move where there are needs for workers 
and where there are opportunities for better jobs. 

American social theorists such as Linton (1959), Wirth (1938) 
and Parsons (1943, 1953, 1959; Parsons and Bales, 1955, рр. 
3-33), support this position. Parsons suggests that the isolated 
nuclear family system consisting of husband and wife and оћ- 
spring living independent from their families of orientation is 
ideally suited to the demands of occupational and geographical 
mobility which are inherent in modern industrial society. Major 
obligations, interactions and nurturance behavior occur within 
the nuclear family. While bonds exist between the nuclear family 
and other consanguineous relatives and affinals of the kin group, 
these lack significance for the maintenance of the individual: 
conjugal family. 

Family sociologists generally accept the isolated nuclear theory 
as promulgated above. They report the changes in the structure 
and functions of the American family system which have OC- 
curred as the system has adapted to the demands of a developing 
industrial society. There is general agreement that the bas 
functions reserved for the family are procreation, status place 
ment, biological and emotional maintenance and socialization 


(cf. Winch, 1952; Goode, 1959). However, these functions аге 


the system are neolocal nuclear families in a bilateral or generational 


relationship. This system is referred to as the ‘kin family network’. 

2. The implications of parental support to the married child’s family for 
the functioning of the American family system is discussed in another pape 
The major question is whether parental aid affects the independence of t 
married child’s family (Sussman and Burchinal, 1962). 
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generally analysed in the context of the ‘isolated’ nuclear family. 
The fuhctions of intergenerational and bilateral Кіп family net- 
works regarding the processes of biological and emotional 
maintenance or socialization are given little attention by theorists 
or analysts. The conclusion гегулед 15 that demands associated 
with occupational and geographical mobility have brought about 
a family pattern in urban areas consisting of relatively isolated 
nuclear family units which operate without much support from the 
kinship system. 

The textbooks are written by family sociologists. Few among 
them, either texts on the sociology of the family or those written 
for marriage and family preparation courses, give theoretical or 
empirical treatment to the maintenance of the family system by 
the mutual assistance activities of the kin group. Among the 
texts examined, only one considers in any detail financial arrange- 
ments among kin members (Duvall, 1957, pp. 129-33, 206-10). 
One result of the review of basic family and preparation for 
marriage texts regarding current knowledge of the functioning 
of the kin network and its matrix of help and service is that the 
theory of the isolated nuclear family prevails. 


Discussion of the theoretical argument 


The lack of research until the 1950s and the almost complete 
omission of the topic, kin family network and its matrix of help 
and services, in family texts are closely related. If the generalized 
description of the American family system as atomistic and nuc- 
lear were valid, there would be very little exchange of financial 
help or services within the kin family network. Parental support 
of married children or exchange of services and other forms of 
help among kin members would be comparatively rare and hence, 
unimportant (see Hill, 1949). Research would be unnecessary 
and discussion of the subject, except in crisis situations, could be 
safely omitted from textbook ‘discussions. However, accepting 
this theory as essentially valid without considerable empirical 
substantiation has contributed to errors in descriptions of kin 
family networks and aid patterns among families. A new emp- 
iricism emerging in the late 1940s questioned the persistence of 
the isolated nuclear family notion and presented evidence to 
support the viability of kin family network in industrial society. 
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The ideal description of the isolated nuclear character of the 
Ameriéan family system cannot be applied equally to all segments 
of American society. Regional, racial, ethnic, and rural and urban, 
as well as socio-economic status differences in modified extended 
relations and family continuit} patterns are known to exist. 
Family continuity and inheritance patterns of families in several 
Social strata have been described (Warner and Lunt, 1941).3 
Among upper-class families direct, substantial and continuous 
financial support flows from the parents, uncles, aunts and grand- 
parents to the children both before and after marriage. Only by 
receiving substantial kin support can the young high-status 
groom and his bride begin and sustain their family life at the 
financial and social level which is shared by their parents, other 
relatives and their friends. This support frequently includes ob- 
taining a position for the husband in his or his in-law family’s 
€conomic enterprise. 

Members of lower class kin groups generally have few financial 
resources with which to assist married children. Among certain 
European ethnic groups some effort is made to assist the young 
Couple at marriage; the notion of a dowry still persists. Generally, 
however, there is little knowledge, tradition or tangible form 
Of assistance transmitted to children which directly aids children 
in establishing or enhancing their socio-economic status (Faris, 
1947). Kin support in this class most frequently takes the form of 
Providing services and sharing what financial resources are avail- 
able at the time of crises or of exchanging non-monetary forms of 
aid. Marginal financial resources and the impact of unemploy- 
ment hits all kin members alike (Cavan, 1959). ! 

The description of the isolated, nuclear American family 
System, if valid, is most suited to the white, urban, middle-class 
segment of American ѕосіеѓу.* Presumably, the leisure time of the 
members of these families is absorbed in the activities of secon- 


3. See also Cavan (1963, pp. 119-87), for a review of other studies of 
Social status differentials in family behavior. J 

4. Someone has facetiously suggested the samples of white, urban, 
middle-class Protestant respondents be labeled as WUMP samples. If 
family sociologists continue to draw samples principally from this segment 
Of our social structure or wish to limit generalizations to this segment, there 
Would be more than a facetious basis for arguing for the merit of the con- 
venient shorthand expression represented by WUMP. 
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dary, special interest social groups. Since urban, lower-class 
family members participate less than middle-class family mem- 
bers in voluntary organizations, it is believed that social activities 
of adult lower-class family members are restricted to informal 
visiting patterns. Visiting Wwith'elatives would be a significant 
proportion of all their social relations. However, prevailing 
sociological theory suggests that the disparities between an 
extended kin family system and the requirements of a mobile 
labor force and intergenerational family discontinuities generated 
by social nobility should be reflected in the lack of continuity 
among lower-middle-class families as well as among middle- 
class families. 

The degree to which urban lower- or middle-class families func- 
tion as relatively isolated from their extended kin family systems is 
critical for all subsequent discussions of the question of kinship net- 
work and its matrix of help and service. Unless there is a reason- 
ably frequent occurrence of primary group interaction among 
kin members very likely there will be an insignificant help pattern. 

The emphasis on the atomistic character of urban families has 
contributed to incorrect assumptions concerning interaction 
within the kinship matrix. It has led family sociologists to in- 
correctly assume that assistance among kin members was com- 
paratively rarely sought or offered. A reconsideration of these 
assumptions is necessary. The bases of reconsideration are logical 
constructs and empirical realities set forth in the following data. 


Family networks and mutual aid: conceptualization and research 


A theory is here considered to be composed of logically inter- 
related propositions which explain phenomena. Concepts аге 
elements of a theory, defining what is to be observed. Concepts 
by themselves cannot be construed as a theory. They require 
integration into а logical scheme to become a theory. 

The existence of a modified extended family with its intricate 
network of mutual aid in lieu of the isolated nuclear family 
notion is probably more of a conzeptualization than a theory- 
However, it approaches the state of being a theory since it is not 
an isolated concept but is integrated with other propositions 
concerned with the maintenance over time of the family and other 
social systems of the society. 
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Family networks and their patterns of mutual aid are organ- 
ized into a structure identified as a ‘modified extended family’ 
adapted to contemporary urban and industrial society (Litwak, 
1960b, р. 335; see also Litwak, 1960a, р. 10). This structure is 
composed of nuclear families bbund together by affectional ties 
and by choice. Geographical’ propinquity, involvement of the 
family in the occupational placement and advancement of its 
members, direct intervention into the process of achieving social 
status by members of nuclear family units, and a rigid hierarchical 
authority structure are unrequired and largely absent. The modi- 
fied extended family functions indirectly rather than directly to 
facilitate the achievement and mobility drives of component 
families and individual members. Its tasks complement those of 
other social systems. By achieving integration with other social 
systems, concerned with the general goals of maintenance and 
accomplishment of these systems, the extended family network 
cannot be considered as an isolated or idiosyncratic concept. Its 
elements require organization as logically interrelated proposi- 
tions and whereupon it should emerge as a theory replacing the 
prevalent one of the isolated nuclear family. 

Our concepts die hard and one way to speed their demise is to 
examine the evidence supporting the new ones. Evidence and 
Measurement are difficult terms to define. When do you have 
evidence and when have you achieved a measurement? The 
reader will have to judge. The approach here is to examine the 
Writings and research emerging from several disciplines. In some 
cases the work is focused on testing hypotheses or describing 
relationships relevant to the new conceptualization. In others, the 
discussions and findings emerge incidentally to the major purpose 
of the study, There are cases of serendipity. They occur more 
frequently than one would expect and add to the uncertainty of 
the notion of the isolated nuclear family. { 

One assumption of the isolated nuclear family conceptualiza- 
tion is that the small nuclear family came into existence in Western 
Europe and the United States as a consequence of the urban- 
industrial revolution. Furthermore its small size is ideally suited 
for meeting requirements of an industrial society for a mobile 
workforce. The effect of the urban-industrial revolution is to 
Produce a small sized family unit to replace the large rural опе. 
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This assumption can be challenged. A study of different societies 
reveals that industrialization and urbanization can occur with or 
without the small nuclear family (Greenfield, 1961 ЈЕ 

If household size reflects in алу way the structure and charac- 
teristics of the joint extended family in India, then few changes 
have occurred in this system during the period of industrialization 
in India from 1911 to 1951 (Orenstein, 1961). 

The uprooting of the rural family, the weakening of family 
ties, and the reshaping of the rural family form into a nuclear type 
as a consequence of the industrial revolution are disclaimed for 
one Swiss town in a recent investigation. On the contrary, many 
fringe rural families were stabilized and further strengthened in 
their kin ties from earning supplementary income in nearby 
factories. Able-bodied members obtained work near by and no 
longer bad to leave the family unit in search of work. Families 
which moved closer to their place of employment were accommo- 
dated in row houses; these units facilitated the living together of 
large family groups (Braun, 1960). These findings question the 
impact of industrialization upon the structure and functioning 
of the pre-industrial family. 

It is difficult to determine if the conditions of living during the 
transition from a rural to an industrial society ended the domi- 
nance of the classical extended family and replaced it with a modi- 
fied kin form, or if it was replaced by the nuclear one. The 
question is whether the modified extended family has existed since 
industrialization occurred; is it a recent pheonomenon or an 
emergent urban familism, a departure from the traditional 
nuclear form; or is it Non-existent? The evidence to support 
either of these positions is inconclusive. It remains however that 
the family network described variously as ‘an emergent urban 
familism’ or ‘modified extended family’ exists and functions in the 
modern community, 

The family network and its functions of mutual aid has im- 
plications for the functioning of other Social systems. With the 
growth of large metropolitan areas and concomitant occupational 
specialization, there is less need for the individual to leave the 
village, town, city or suburb of the urban complex in order to find 
work according to his training. Large urban areas supply all kinds 
of specialized educational and occupational training. The indivi- 
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dual can remain in the midst of his kin group, work at his special- 
ity and be the recipient of the advantages or disadvantages 
preferred by the kin family network. If individuals are intricately 
involved within a kin family network, will they be influenced by 
kin leaders and be less amenable to influence by outsiders; will 
they seek basic gratifications in kin relationships in lieu of the 
work place or the neighborhood; will they modify drastically 
Current patterns of spending leisure time thus affecting current 
leisure forms and social systems 75 

Empirical evidence from studies by investigations in a variety 
of disciplines substantiate the notion that the extended kin family 
carries on multitudinous activities that have implications for the 
functioning of other social systems of the society. The major ac- 
tivities linking the network are mutual aid and social activities 
among kin related families. Significant data have been accumula- 
ted on the mutual aid network between parents and their married 
child’s family in a number of separate and independent investiga- 
tions (Sussman, 1953a;6 Sharp and Axelrod, 1956; Burchinal, 
1959a and b). The conclusions are: 
1. Help patterns take many forms, including the exchange of 
Services, gifts, advice and financial assistance. Financial aid 
Patterns may be direct as in the case of the young married couples 
Burchinal interviewed; or indirect and subtle, such as the wide 
Tange of help patterns observed by Sussman, Sharp and Axelrod. 
2. Such help patterns are probably more widespread in the 
middle- and working-class families and are more integral a fea- 
ture of family relationships than has been appreciated by students 
of family behavior. Very few families included in available studies 
Teported neither giving nor receiving aid from relatives. However, 
these relationships until recently have not been the subject of 
extensive research. 
3. The exchange of aid among families flows in several direc- 
tions, from parents to children and vice versa, among siblings, and 
less frequently, from more distant relatives. However, financial 
assistance generally appears to flow from parents to children. 
4. While there may be a difference in the absolute amount of 

5. Haller (1961) raises interesting questions on the significance of an 
emerging urban familism. 

6. For related analyses see Sussman (1953b, 1954, 1955, 1959, 1960). 
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financial aid received by families of middle- and working-class 
Status, there are insignificant differences in the proportion of 
families in these two strata who report receiving, giving or ех- 
changing economic assistance in some form. 
5. Financial aid is received most commonly during the early 
years of married life. Parents are probably more likely to support 
financially ‘approved’ than ‘disapproved’ ones, such as elope- 
ments, inter-faith and inter-racial marriages. Support can be 
disguised in the form of substantial sums of money or valuable 
gifts given at the time of marriage, at the time of the birth of 
children, and continuing gifts at Christmas, anniversaries or 
birthdays. High rates of parental support are probably associated 
with marriages of children while they are still in a dependency, 
status; those among high school or college students are examples. 
6. Research data are inadequate for assessing the effects of par- 
ental aid on familycontinuity and the marital relations of the couple 
receiving aid. Few studies report associations between the form 
and amount of aid given with the parents’ motivations for provid- 
ing aid. Additional studies on these points are necessary before 
the implications of aid to married children сап be better known. 
Social activities are principal functions of the kin family net- 
Work. The major forms are inter-family visitation, participation 
together in recreational activities, and ceremonial behavior sig- 
nificant to family unity. Major research findings are: 
1. Disintegration of the extended family in urban areas because 
ој lack of contact is unsupported and often the contrary situation 
15 found. The difficulty in developing satisfactory primary rela- 
tionships outside of the family in urban areas make the extended 
family more important to the individual (Key, 1961). 
2. Extended family get-togethers and joint recreational activities 
With kin dominate the leisure-time pursuits of urban working- 
Class members (Dotson, 1951). 
3. Kinship visiting is a primary activity of urban dwelling and 
Outranks visitation patterns found for friends, neighbors or 
co-workers (Axelrod, 1956; Greer, 1956; Bell and Boat, 1957; 
Sussman and White, 1959; Reiss, 1959). 


Kae Further analyses on the implications of parental aid to married 
ildren are found in Sussman and Burehinal (1962). 
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4. Among urban middle classes there is an almost universal 
desire to have interaction with extended kin, but distance among 
independent nuclear related units is a limiting factor (Frazier, 
1957). 


5. The family network extends between generational ties of 
conjugal units. Some structures are identified as sibling bonds 
(Cumming and Schneider, 1961), ‘occasional kin groups’, family 
circles and cousin clubs (Mitchell, 1961a and b; Mitchell and 
Leichter, unpublished Paper). These structures perform important 
recreational, ceremonial, mutual aid, and often economic, func- 
tions. 


Services performed regularly throughout the year or on 
Occasions are additional functions of the family network. The 
findings from empirical studies are: 


`1. Shopping, escorting, care of children, advice giving and 
counselling, cooperating with social agencies on counselling and 
welfare problems of family members, are types of day-to-day 
activities performed by members of the kin network (Sussman, 
1953a; Leichter, 1958, 1959a and b). 


2. Service to old persons such as physical care, providing shelter, 
escorting, shopping, performing household tasks, sharing of 
leisure time, etc., are expected and practised roles of children and 
other kin members. These acts of filial and kin responsibility are 
performed voluntarily without Jaw or compulsion (Kosa, 
Rachiele and Schommer, 1960; Schorr, 1960, pp. 11-18; Town- 
send, 1957; Young and Willmott, 1957; Bott, 1957; Streib and 
Thompson, 1958;9Shanas, 196110),11 


8. Millicent Ayoub, ‘American child and his relatives: kindred in South- 
West Ohio’, project supported by the Public Health Service, 1961. Dr Ayoub 
is continuing her studies under the subtitle, ‘The nature of sibling bond’. She 
examines the solidarity or lack of it between siblings in four focal sub- 
systems and at different stages of the life cycle. 

9. Streib and Thompson have done the most creative thinking and 
analysis of data on these points. Streib's (1962) paper is most pertinent. 

10, A more complete report is in Family Relationships of Older People, 
Health Information Foundation, 1961. t 

11. The best treatment of uses of leisure during the later years of life is 
found in Kleemeier (1961). See particularly the chapters by Wilensky, Streib 
and Thompson. 
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3. Families or individual members on the move are serviced 
by unfts of the family network. Services range from supplying 
motel-type accommodation for vacationing kin passing through 
town, to scouting for homes and jobs for kin, and in providing 
supportive functions during the period of inmigration and transi- 
tion from the rural to the urban pattern of living (Sussman and 
White, 1959; Mills, Senior and Goldsen, 1950, pp. 51-5; Brown, 
Schwarzweller and Mangalam, 1961; Rossi, 1955, pp. 37-8; 
Koos, 1946). 


4. Services on occasions would include those performed at 
Weddings or during periods of crisis, death, accident, disaster and 
personal trouble of family members. A sense of moral obligation 
to give service or acknowledgement of one’s kin appropriate to 
the occasion is found among kin members. The turning to kin 
when in trouble before using other agencies established for such 
Purposes is the mode rather than the exception (Sussman, 1954; 
Bellin, 1960; Sharp and Axelrod, 1956; Quarantelli, 1960). 


5. General supportive behavior from members of the kin family 
network facilitates achievement and maintenance of family 
and community status (Barber, 1961).12 Supportive behavior of 
kin appears to be instrumental in affecting fertility rates among 
component family members (Goldberg, 1960).13 


A convergence of many of these findings occurs in the work of 
12. In this paper Barber challenges the cı 
Class for designating an individual's position, 
munity. He differentiates social class position, А 
Community statuses into three types of social ranking. Each one has its own 
Structure and functions; each allocates position, power and prestige; and 
cach has its own range of variation. The family kin network and support 
received from it determines family status. President Kennedy's family and 
its extended family relations illustrates the point of this thesis. | 
13. Recent fertility research has focused upon the relationship of family 
Organization to differential fertility since variations in family planning and 


family size cannot be explained by differences in socio-economic status, One 


Variable of family organization is the family kin network. Goldberg observes, 


. and incidentally one which may ultimately prove fruitful in cross- 
cultural studies, is a consideration ofthe relative benevolence ofthe environ- 
ment in defraying the economic and social costs of having children. Here it 
is hypothesized that the greater the amount of help available from one’s 
community or kinship system the weaker the desire to prevent or postpone 


Pregnancy’ (1960, p. 9). 


urrent conceptualization ofsocial 
and power within a com- 
family status and local- 
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Eugene Litwak. In an extensive study of a middle-class popula- 
tion Litwak tests several hypotheses on the functional préperties 


1960a and b). 


Conclusions 


certainty concerning the impact of industrialization upon the 
structure and function of the pre-industrial family. Was the 
extended classical type found in rural soci 

one, or did it evolve into the modified kin form described in this 
paper? It is suggested that the notion of the isolated nuclear 
family stems from theories and research on immigrant groups 
coming into the city to work during the period of urbanization 
in Western society (Key, 1961, р. 56; Sussman, 1959, р. 340). 
Anomie in family behavior resulted from individual and institu- 
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tional failure to make appropriate adjustments required by this 
migratién. The coldness and indifference of the workplace and 
the city as a steel and concrete bastion contributed to a feeling 
of aloneness and isolation. The basic concern of the inmigrant 
Was survival іп an unknown тап-таде jungle. Survival was rela- 
ted to dependence upon small? family units. These could make 
quicker and more complex adjustments to the new ways of urban 
life. The ethos of a competitive and expanding industrial society 
supported the flexibility of movement now possible by an atomistic 
unit. Every man is for himself, every man should be unen- 
cumbered by ties that will hinder his economic or social progress, 
and every man should seize opportunities to better himself. One 
assumption of this position is that early urban man had little time 
for concern or activity with kinsmen. A more logical assumption 
is that isolation, a depressive workplace and uncertainty pro- 
duced greater reliance upon kin. Once new immigrants became 
established in the city they served as informants, innkeepers and } 
Providers for later kin arrivals.14 Once these followers arrived 
the kin family network then functioned most effectively to protect 
and acculturate their members into urban ways. 

Major activities of this network are that members give to each 
Other financial aid and good of value, and a wide range of ser- 
Vices at specific times and under certain conditions. The aid and 
Service provided within the network supplement rather than dis- 
Place the basic activities of nuclear family units. Kinship be- 
havior assists more than negates the achievement of status and 
Occupational advance of component families and their members. 

The main flow of financial aid is along generational lines, from 
Parents to young married children and from middle-aged parents 
to aged parents. Such aid is not restricted to emergencies, but may 
be given at various occasions such as support for education, 
a start a family, at time of marriage, to begin a career, and the 
Ike, 

The network is used among middle-class families as a principal 
Source of aid and service when member families or individuals 


14. Key discusses this point in his (1961) paper. From studies on immi- 
gration to the United States and geographical movement of families within 
€ country one concludes that family members perform invasion or scout 
Toles and then attract other kin, into their communities and neighborhoods. 
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are in personal difficulty, in times of disaster and crisis, and on 
ceremonial occasions. There are some indications that established 
working-class families are following the same pattern. Some sit- 
uations cannot be handled by the nuclear unit alone, e.g. 
destruction of the family home by a tornado; while other situa- 
tions involve more than one nuclear family or individual member, 
e.g. the death of an ageing parent. In such situations there are 
mutual expectations of going to the aid of kin. Aid is sought from 
the most immediate kin chiefly along sibling or generational lines. 
Then it is followed by help from more distant kin. 

In many instances everyday or weekly activities link together 
the members of the kin family network. Joint participation in lei- 
Sure time activities are possible because of reduction of the work 
week. Visiting among kin is facilitiated by high-speed highways 
and other conveyances of a modern transportation system. Con- 
stant communication among kin members is possible by the wide- 
spread adoption on all class levels of the telephone as a household 
necessity.15:16 

The feasibility of the kin network in modern society is due to 
the existence of modern communication and transportation 
systems which facilitate interaction among members; a bureau- 
cratic industrial structure suited to modern society which ге- 
moves the responsibility for job placement from the network will 

: still permit the network to concentrate on activities intended to 


15. Several empirical studies are currently in progress on the extensity of 
kin family network functions in metropolitan areas. Robert W. Habenstein 
and Alan D. Coult are conducting one in Kansas City on ‘The functions of 


extended kinship in an urban milieu’. ‘The purpose of this research is to 


discover, describe and analyse the social correlates and functions of 
extended kinship in representative samples of blue collar and white collar 
socio-economic classes in Kansas City’ (р, 1, research proposal, 1 July 
1961). 

16. A second study is being undertaken by Marvin В. Sussman and 
Sherwood B. Slater in Cleveland, Ohio. ‘The objectives of the Cleveland 
Study are to investigate the working- and middle-class families; to compare 
the kinship networks of “illness”: and “non-illness” families; to estimate the 
normative form of kinship networks for social class and family life cycle 
stages to variations in normative patterns’ (p. 1, research plan, 27 September 
1961). . 
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aid the social and economic achievement of network members ;17:18 
and expansion of metropolitan areas in which individuals can 
obtain educational, occupational and status objectives without 
leaving their kin area. Kin members can live some distance from 
each other within the metropolitan area and still have relation- 
ships within the network. Nuclear units function autonomously. 
Decisions on what and when to act are responsibilities of the 
nuclear family. Influence may be exerted by the kin group upon 
the nuclear units so that the latter may make the ‘right’ decision. 
However the kin group seldom directs the decision or action of the 
nuclear family in a given situation. Immunity from such control 
is guaranteed by legal and cultural norms which reaffirm the right 
and accountability of the nuclear family in such situations. The 
role of the family kin network is supportive rather than coercive 
in its relationship with the nuclear family. 

Understanding of the family as a functioning social system 
interrelated with other social systems in society is possible only 
by rejection of the isolated nuclear family concept. Accepting the 
isolated nuclear family as the most functional type today has led 
to erroneous conclusions concerning the goals and functions of 
these other social systems. In social service fields, for instance, in- 
Stitutions establish goals and programs concerned with caring for 
individuals and families who are unable to fend for themselves. 
Institutions assume that the family unit is a small and isolated 
unit easily injured and upset by the many problems it faces in 
Contemporary society. The therapeutic approach is to treat the 
individual or at best the members of the nuclear family. The kin 
network is overlooked. Often nuclear families respond hesitantly 
to the overtures of these institutions; the nuclear unit prefers to 
find solutions to its problems within the family kin network, When 


———— А 

17. One investigation being conducted by John Bennett is concerned 
With the variations in business operations due to kinship behavior. Business 
Organization practice according to current theory operates with bureau- 
cratic, universalistic and impartial norms. Bennett is investigating the сот- 
Patibility and conflict between these bureaucratic norms and those which 
Characterize the kinship network, particularistic behavior for idiosyncratic 
Situations, ‘Kinship in American business organization’, meeting of the 
Central States Anthropological Society, May, 1961. Sw 5 

18. Mitchell (19616) finds some integration of kinship and business 
activity. There is a tendency to ‘throw business to kin members’. 
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such solutions are impossible then the specialized service 
institution may be used. How the operations of the kin family 
network effect the functioning of other social systems is yet to be 
established. Their positive or negative effects are unknown. Some 
beginning research on this problem is now under way (Leichter, 
1959а). 
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8 T. Parsons 


Reply to His Critics 


Excerpt from T. Parsons, ‘The normal American family’, in 
5. М. Farber (ed.), Man and Civilization: The Family's Search for 
Survival, McGraw-Hill, 1965, pp. 34-6. 


The author has, perhaps more than anyone else, been responsible 
for diffusing the phrase ‘isolated nuclear family’ to describe one 
aspect of this unit.1 This Concept has recently been challenged 
notably by two groups of sociologists, Eugene Litwak and Mel- 
vin Seeman and their associates, іп the name of the importance 
of the network of extended kinship relations beyond the nuclear 
family. To my mind the two views are not contradictory but com- 
plementary. The Concept of isolation applies in the first instance 
to kinship structure as seen in the perspective of anthropological 
studies in that field. In this context our system represents an 
extreme type, which is well described by that term. It does not, 
however, follow that all relations to kin outside the nuclear 
family are broken. Indeed the very psychological importance for 
the individual of the nuclear family in which he was born and 
brought up would make any such conception impossible, 

By and large, however, as our population elements are further 
Temoved from peasant or other similar backgrounds, these ех- 
tended kinship elements do not form firmly structured units of the 
social system. They are not residential or economic units — in the 
consuming, to say nothing of the Producing, sense — nor are they 
“corporate groups’ in the sense that clans and lineages in so many 
societies have been. There are above all two significant features of 
their relations to the nuclear family. First, in the maintenance of 
going relations, though there seems to be clear precedence of 
members of the families of orientation of both spouses — parents 
so long as they live, and siblings, even among siblings as between 
the two families, and much more so beyond that — there is а 
marked optional quality of the expectation system. There сег- 

1. The modern American family. [Ed.] 
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tainly are some structured preferences on kinship bases, and others 
on those of geographical propinquity, but still there is a strong 
tendency for kinship to shade into friendship in the sense of 
absence from the latter of ascriptive components of membership. 
Hence, the amount of visiting, of common activity, of telephone 
and written communication, efe., is highly variable within formal 
categories of relationship. This suggests that extended kin con- 
stitute a resource which may be selectively taken advantage of 
within considerable limits. 

This supposition is greatly strengthened by the second con- 
sideration. This is the extent to which extended kin, especially 
members of the family of orientation but not only they, serve as 
a ‘reserve’ of expectations of solidarity and willingness to imple- 
ment.them which can be mobilized in case of need. To take one 
primary context there is a clear expectation that adult siblings, 
children and, increasingly, parents of adults will be economically 
independent and should not need to be the recipients of direct 
financial aid from relatives. The extended family is, in this sense, 
normally not a solitary-operating economic unit. In case of 
special need, however, the first obligation to help, if there is no 
Organized community provision and sometimes when there is, 
falls on close relatives who are financially able to bear the burden. 
Such obligations are not likely to be unlimited, but they are none 
the less real — in cases of sickness, of the dependency of old age 


and similar cases. 
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9 C. Turner 


The Social Significance of Kinship: 1 


Excerpt from С, Turner, Family and Kinship in Modern Britain, 
Routledge & Kegan Paul, 1969, pp. 85-90, 


A kinship system provides one basis upon which an individual 
may build up his social network. In small-scale societies with 
comparatively simple material cultures, kinship can easily supply 
the dominant organizing principle for social life. Allocation of 
social positions can be made on the basis of an individual’s 
position in the kinship system. But the likelihood of a reasonable 
‘fit’ between the patterning of kinship, and economic, political, 
religious or leisure activities decreases with the development of a 
more complex society. The major spheres of social life tend to 
become more insulated from each other, and specialization of 
activities leads to proliferation and differentiation of social 
Positions, and hence to an increasingly complex structure of 
social relationships within a society. When highly complex and 
differentiated social structures have developed, kinship is only 
likely to provide the basic structural principle underpinning 
Social relationships for members of certain special groups such as 
the British Royal Family, ora large ‘family firm’. 

The social significance of kinship depends upon the extent to 
which it provides a basis for social relationships. In Britain, the 
kinship system is structured and operated in such a way that all 
of an individual’s recognized kin rarely, if ever, come together aS 
an exclusive group. Rites of Passage – christenings, initiation, 
marriage and funeral ceremonies — are sometimes referred to aS 
events which bring together an individual’s kin as a corporate 
group, but it should be noted that in the majority of instances 
the guests on such occasions constitute a group of selected ог 
self-selected kinfolk and unrelated friends. Nevertheless, rites 
of passage do provide a basis for reaffirming the existence of kin 
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ties, and to a lesser extent they help to introduce the young 
регзоп 5 present to genealogical complexities. 

Génerally speaking, however, relationships within the wider 
kin group tend to be diffuse and selective. Some differentiation 
of kinship positions from economic, educational, political, re- 
creational and religious positiéns has clearly occurred, and the 
Net result appears to be that there are very few, if any, rights, 
duties and obligations which are generally associated with rela- 
tionships between distant kin. In fact, unless common political, 
economic, educational, religious or leisure interests cement ties 
of kinship between second degree or peripheral kin, the product 
ОЁ common social descent or affinity is likely to be mere social 
Tecognition, rather than a close social relationship. In so far as 
the more distant bonds of kinship are becoming less important, in 
industry, politics, education, religion and leisure activities, such 
ties are increasingly unlikely to give rise to effective social геја- 
tionships. It must be noted, however, that, although it appears 
Possible to infer an over-all trend towards the decreasing import- 
ance of second degree or more distant kinship links, it is hardly 
Possible to make a serious attempt at measuring the trend because 
Of the inadequacies of the data. 

There are some difficulties in assessing the significance of kin- 
Ship linkages in the fields of political, economic, educational, re- 
Creational and religious activities. An analysis of the kinship 
Connexions between certain ‘top decision makers’ in the fields of 

anking, insurance, politics and public administration provides 
û good example of the sort of problems involved (Lupton and 
Wilson, 1959). The initial focus of the study was upon persons 
involved in the Parker Tribunal (i.e. Bank Rate Tribunal, 1957), 
but the research was extended to cover six categories of “top 
decision makers’, At least 18 per cent of these ‘top decision 
Makers’ proved to be related by blood or affinity. The actual 
ties linking any ‘top decision maker’ to any other undoubtedly 
Constituted only a small proportion of the ties in his kinship 
Universe, and his kin ties probably coincided with only a small 
Proportion of his total links with other decision makers. This 
Immediately raises the problem of how to assess the significance 
Of the kin ties that were demonstrated. Were kinship linkages an 
Important factor, either in helping an individual to become a 


C. Turner 123 


‘top decision maker’, or in the actual decision making process? 
A provisional answer can be suggested to the first part of this 
question, but at the present it would be mere speculation to 
attempt to answer to the second part. 

Many studies demonstrate that family background and kinship 
connexions are two sets of variables influencing an individual's 
position in economic, educational, political -and leisure institu- 
tions. But they also firmly indicate that family and kinship 
variables are merely a few amongst many, which need to be con- 
sidered. In The British Political Elite, for example, it is suggested 
that family influence and connexions are more likely to be 
important in helping cabinet ministers to their first steps on the 
political ladder, than during subsequent phases of their careers 
(Guttsman, 1963, р. 217). It is also evident that ‘influential kin- 
ship connexions’ are not a prerequisite for holding Cabinet office 
in contemporary Britain. 

The implications, which may be restated ina more general form, 
are that in non-kinship institutions, kinship ties may or may not 
be of importance. When they do assume a special significance it 
is quite likely to be because kinship provided the basis of initial 
personal contact, and the ensuing social relationship developed 
within a kinship frame of reference. There is little evidence [0 
Suggest that the existence of kinship ties provides a basis for 
determining the content of non-kinship activities. The possibility 
remains, however, that in a particular social situation an in” 
dividual will act in the interests of his kin, in what can be socially 
defined as a non-kinship context. 

The distinction between kinship activity per se, and non- 
kinship activity which involves kinsmen, presents considerable 
analytical problems. It is theoretically possible to distinguish 
between (a) the rights and obligations which are generally 
accepted as part of particular kinship roles, (b) mutual expecta- 
tions which develop from an initial basis of kin roles — these сап 
be termed quasi-kinship expectations, and (с) rights, obligations 
and expectations which accidentally or incidentally involve kin. 
In practice, it is more difficult to apply these categories. Rights 
and obligations involved in specific kin relationships may be de- 
fined differently according to such variables as social class, ргох“ 
imity of residence, age, personality, etc. This is a matter for 
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empirical investigation. It is somewhat more difficult to analyse the 
way ir which kinship and non-kinship activities and interests 
interlock in complex social situations. Even in cases where kin- 
ship linkages are superimposed upon existing relationships, as for 
example, when the ‘up and coming young executive’ marries his 
managing director’s daughters there are considerable problems 
involved in attempting to assess the significance of kin ties. 
Nevertheless it is arguable that if kinship ties are specifically 
recognized they are potentially of significance in any social con- 
text, 

The general impact of increasing specialization of activity. 
and differentiation of social positions, therefore, appears to have 
led to a decline in the significance of linkages between second 
degree or peripheral kin. The degree of selectivity permitted in the 
establishment and perpetuation of social relationships with these 
Categories of recognized kin is of interest in this context. On the 
One hand, it suggests that kinship ties constitute somewhat less of 
a basic organizing principle in economic, political, educational 
and recreational activity than they did, for example, in Victorian 
times. On the other hand, there is fairly strong evidence to indicate 
that shared economic, political and recreational interests coincide 
With the existence of social relationships between recognized kin, 
which suggests that the sentiments of kinship are not in them- 
Selves sufficient basis for the continuance of social relationships 
between kin. There is so little systematic evidence ayailable, 
however, that it remains for future research to explore and modify 
these ideas. 
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10 В. №. Adams 


The Social Significance of Kinship: 2 


Excerpt from В. N. Adams, Kinship їй an Urban Setting, 
Markham, 1968, pp. 163-78. 


Economic structures and motivations dominate urban, industrial 
society, being basic to many of its central characteristics. The 
a personal nature of many social contacts, the relative ease of 
residential movement and the mass educational system are all 
geared to serve the needs of the economy. At many points these 
same structures and values are seen to be consistent with the 
variety and style of Kinship relations found in the city. The 
scatter of kin networks, the use of the means of communication 
for keeping in touch with close kin, and the weak and preferential 
or volitional nature of secondary kinship (i.e. ‘my secondary kin 
contacts are with whom and as frequent or infrequent as I want 
them’): all these characteristics and more ‘make sense’ in the 
urban, industrial setting. 

In this work we have set ourselves the task of characterizing the 
kin involvements of residents of one urban place. The attempt has 
been made to answer many of the open questions regarding urban 
kinship, including the kinds of and occasions for contact which 
occur, the subjective attributes of kin relations, differences in 
relations according to degree of kinship, the dimensions of the 
network, and the problem of Occupational mobility effects upon 
kin relations. The summary which follows should make it pos- 
sible to perceive the extent to which we have achieved at least 
provisional answers to any or all of these questions. 


Parents, siblings and secondary kin 


Relations between young adults and their kin are dominated by 
involvement with their parents. The parents are objects of ex 
tremely frequent contact among our Greensboro respondents. 
These intergenerational kin of orientation perform several func- 
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tions on each other’s behalf. Foremost is the provision of primary 
relation’, including intimate communication and relationship for 
its own sake, in the midst of the segmental and often economic- 
ally motivated social contacts of the urban setting. Contact 
patterns indicate that a mutual affection and obligation dominate 
the relation of parents and theif adult offspring, the relationship 
focusing in a basic concern for each other’s welfare. This concern 
finds a tangible and intangible outlet in the various forms of 
mutual aid, either financial or services, which are shared periodic- 
ally as well as when a specific need is perceived, and also in the 
aforementioned frequent contact. The underlying obligation to 
keep in touch with parents is so pervasive, though not always 
overt, that the result is little association between one’s expressed 
feelings toward his parents — be they close or distant — and 
frequency of contact with them. For even when affectional ties 
are weak, general obligation results in the maintenance of regular 
Contact with parents by whatever means are available. 

Adult sibling relations may be best characterized by the terms 
interest and comparison. The term ‘interest’ signifies less of the 
Positive, active element of concern than was apparent in relations 
With parents. Thus, the sharing of mutual aid is infrequent, being 
Virtually idiosyncratic to a specific situation. Nevertheless, fairly 
frequent contact is maintained, demonstrating the interest which 
Siblings ordinarily have in how the other is getting along. Sibling 
Contact among a majority of our sample does not manifest the 
Characteristics of social companionship; rather, it consists of 
home visiting, communication and family ritual occasions. The 
Primary subjective factor in sibling relations is a result of com- 
Parison and/or identification. The question “How am І doing?” 
can be quickly and readily answered by comparing oneself with 
his sibling or siblings. Such rivalry or comparison appears 
Crucial, particularly in brother relations, even in adulthood. Due 
to а less intense feeling of obligation to keep in touch with 
Siblings than with parents, contact tends to be somewhat more 
frequent if the young adult is affectionally close to his sibling than 
lf ће is not. Zn toto, the relations between young adult siblings 
Seem constrained to some extent by divergent values and interests, 
but there is a concurrent tendency, especially among females, to 
reaffirm ties when both siblings are married and have children. 
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Whether the later stages of the life cycle see an increased develop- 
ment of the friendship aspects of sibling relations, as Cummings 
and Schneider (1961, p. 502 et passim) hypothesize, remains for 
other research to determine. 

When attention turns from parents and siblings, the kin of 
orientation, to cousins and othersecondary relatives, one is hard 
pressed to find great significance in such relationships among 
young adult Greensborites. A small minority, just slightly over 10 
per cent of the respondents, state that both objectively and sub- 
jectively their relations with certain secondary kin are valued. 
However, on the whole the young adults consider these relation- 
ships — to aunts, uncles, cousins, and so on — to be functionally 
irrelevant. Thus, we may characterize secondary kin ties in 
Greensboro as for the most part circumstantial or incidental. 
Incidental relations are thus contrasted with intentional, in which 
perpetuation would be for the sake of the relationship itself, 
either as a result of common interests or of concern for the other’s 
welfare. Kin obligation, at least in so far as it demands frequent 
or diverse types of contact, is seldoma part of the relationship of 
these young married persons and their secondary kin. 

The contrasts between relations with parents, siblings and 
secondary kin which we have just summarized are elucidated in 
Table 1. Here we observe that frequency of contact, feelings of 
affection and a sense of obligation are congruent. Affection for 
one or both parents tends to be strong, feelings of obligation are 
present and often important, and contact is modally — in fact 
almost universally — monthly or more. Siblings are less likely to 
be objects of close affectional ties, only about one in three of the 
age-near siblings are the focal point of a strong overt sense of 
obligation, and contact frequency ranges from two or three up to 
a dozen times a year ordinarily. Cousins are seldom recipients of 
either strong affectional or obligational sentiments, and the fre- 
quency of contact is modally once or twice a year. Of course, the 
respondents are in some cases more involved with another sibling 
or other secondary kin than with the age-near sibling or best- 
known cousin. However, the increases in total involvement with 
these two categories are relatively minor, For, in fact, there is 2 
great amount of overlap in secondary kin involvement, so that 
the same respondents who are subjectively and objectively close 
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Table 1 Expression of Affection, Obligation, Frequency of the 
Most Ffequent Form of Contact — Face-to-Face, Telephone or 
Letter — and Contact Patterns with Parent or Parents, 
Age-Near Sibling and Best-Known Cousin 


Kin category Number % % % % Соп- Меап 
of Affec-  Obliga- Contact tact number 
respon- tionally tion monthly several of 
dents close imp- or more timesa contact 

ortant yearor patterns 
more 

Parent(s) (724) 75 50 94 98 3.8 

Аве-пеаг 

sibling (697) 48 32 61 90 21 

Best-known 

Cousin (682) 18 10 27 63 1:0 


ра або ee ЕНШЕ 


to their best-known cousin are likely to be concerned about aunts 
Ог grandparents as well. Contact patterns, i.e. contacts of a 
Specific type at least several times a year, typically include home 
Visits, communication, mutual aid, and either rituals, organiza- 
tions or recreational contact with parents. With the age-near 
Siblings, contact patterns, as stated above, are usually restricted to 
home visits and communication, with a minority engaging in 
Social activities or ritual interaction, or some other contact type. 
Some cousins visit and/or communicate in a patterned fashion; 
many do neither. 

One qualification and two extensions are pertinent to the fore- 
Boing general conclusions. A brief comment by Haller and the 
inferences of other authors have been noted to the effect that in 
с large metropolis there are now being reborn = or may still be 
und — the meaningful secondary kin networks of earlier rural- 
tericultural days. The ghetto, the ethnic mutual-aid kin associa- 
oe and other megalopolitan kin groups — these may be 

Portant, if not emerging, phenomena. However, while the 
Present author would grant the existence and importance of a 
ae Such networks in urban settings, he is not prepared to accept 
Wide alizability to urban places of the functionally significant 
one kin network, i.e. secondary kin as well as the kin of 

tation, much beyond the 10 to 15 per cent of urbanites found 
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in the Greensboro study. Of course, further evidence to the con- 
trary would be both of interest and theoretically significant.! 
Two extensions of the categorical conclusions presented above 
may help to explicate further the characteristics of urban kin net- 
works, especially the intérrelations between degrees of kinship. 
First, we recall the important position which the ageing apparently 
occupy in the kin network. Ageing parents play a particularly 
central role both in perpetuating their nuclear families of рго- 
creation, i.e. in linking siblings together after they leave the 
parental home, and in maintaining their family of orientation, ог 
ties with their own ageing siblings and their children. They further 
serve to relate their families of procreation and orientation to 
each other, so that young adults at least keep posted on the 
activities of, if they don’t keep in touch with, aunts, uncles and 
cousins, as well as their siblings. After the death of the older 
generation there is likely to be loss of interest on the part of 
young adults in their secondary kin, i.e. their parents’ family of 
orientation. They, in turn, are apt to begin to focus upon their 
nuclear families of orientation and procreation, and extensions of 
these in children, as they grow older. The effective kin network is 
thus continually expanding by birth and contracting by death and 
loss of contact on the part of the ageing. One important hub of 
such kin involvement in urban society is the aged or grand- 
parental generation, and the other is the females in the network. 
A second extension of our findings by means of comparisons of 
Categories of kin concerns one’s orientation toward them. 
Everett Rogers and Hans Sebald (1962), in a study of Iowa and 
Ohio farm families, demonstrate that familism, or strong family 
concern and involvement, while a useful concept, is basically 
ambiguous unless a distinction is drawn between the nuclear 
family and the ‘extended kinship group’. We would now propos? 
that the results of this present study indicate that instead of а 


1. Personal conferences with Jewish students from New York, Detfoit 
and other megalopolitan centers indicate that an exception to our generaliza- 
tion regarding the incidental nature of secondary kinship may very well be 

_ found in the Jewish kin networks of these urban complexes. One pattern 
seems to be for the successful individual to help nephews and sometimes 
nieces, and not just his own children, in their attempts to achieve in society: 


Leichter and Mitchell (1967) should increase our understanding of kinship 
in such settings. 
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dichotomy between family and kin a trichotomy is necessary in 
order tò comprehend the empirical family—kinship actualities. 
Many, if not a majority, of our respondents state that their 
parents, brothers and sisters are important to them, while none or 
a small number of secondary kin are considered significant. 
Among the familistic should therefore be distinguished three 
types: (a) the nuclear familistic, whose dominant values and 
interests include concern for their spouse and children but little 
concern for other kin; (b) the ‘kin of orientation’ familistic, who 
are actively engaged in perpetuating ties with parents and sib- 
lings, their kin of orientation, as well as with their families of 
procreation; and (с) the wider kin oriented, who are involved in a 
complex network of contact with and concern for kin of various 
degrees of relationship. These ideal types would, of course, 
Contrast with non-familistically oriented individuals who either 
have no family ties or little family concern, e.g. the man who is 
‘lost in his work’. It seems quite possible, in view of the data on 
kin importance, that in our urban society the majority of married 
females could be characterized as kin of orientation familistic, 
while the males would be divided between kin of orientation and 
Nuclear familistic. These latter husbands are likely to assert that 
‘what matters to me is my work, my wife and my children’. As is 
true of many other findings of this study, the predominance of 
these orientations toward family and kin is open for further 
testing in various social settings, such as rural areas and other 
Cities. Nevertheless the fourfold typology may be helpful in 
Teconciling some of the divergent opinions found in the literature 
Оп kinship in urban society. What occurs is that some researchers 
have generalized a great amount of kin involvement from the 
Observation of young adult/parent relations, and others, viewing 
the total network, have concluded that urban kin ties are weak. 
Each approach, we are implying, is apt to be only partially cor- 
rect in its results. 


Distance, sex, occupational position and kinship 

Residential distance is stated by Reiss and others to be unques- 
tionably the prime determinant of, or limiting condition upon, 
Tequent interaction between kin. Our findings are relatively 
Consistent with this conclusion, but qualifications must be added 
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to the influence of distance upon kin affairs. Not only does dis- 
tance limit interaction frequency, but it also determines the kinds 
of interaction and the occasions upon which face-to-face contact 
occurs. The greater the residential separation, the more likely is 
interaction to be restricted to vacation or holiday reunions. We 
have, in addition to noting the restrictive effects of distance upon 
interaction, discovered unmistakably that, as Litwak asserted, 
distance does not necessarily limit or determine total contact, due 
to the availability of the telephone and postal service. Nor does 
distance prevent the exchange of tangible aid, or emotional 
involvement or primary relations between kin, or the perception 
of kin as important to the individual. However, here again the 
degree of kin relationship is associated with distance effects: the 
closer the kin relationship, the less likely is increasing distance to 
affect adversely total contact frequency, exchange of aid and 
emotional ties. Thus, it is primarily for parents, and secondarily 
for siblings, that the concept of the ‘isolated nuclear family’ fails 
to hold among the residentially mobile.2 Degree of relationship 
alters distance effects in another way also. Face-to-face contact 
with parents living within one hundred miles-of Greensboro but 
outside the city is more frequent than with secondary kin living 
in Greensboro, and the same comparison Fclds for other dis- 
tance categories. Our conclusion is that if kin беѕіге to maintain 
ccntact and keep concern active, as is true of the majority of 
young adults and their parents, distance is but a qualifier, not a 
deterrent. 

Kin affairs according to the sex of the young urban adult may 
be summarized rather briefly. The strength of the mother- 
Seas bond, so central to Young and Willmott’s studies in 

ngland, is likewise observable in Greensboro, North Carolina. 
However, differences between males and females in relations with 
parents are discernible Primarily in the subjective sphere; contact 
ay teeta ua inde пере аці о 
dominant role in the kin Ree ce ee eee ae 
work than do males. Young wives 
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tend to express a closer affectional relation to all degrees of kin, 
are in stightly more frequent contact with siblings and secondary 
kin, and are more likely to feel that Кіп are an important part of 
their lives. Females and the ageing, we have said, are the foci of 
urban kin affairs. = 
A variable which has been of much concern in the present study 
is occupational status and mobility. One reason for this is the 
divergence of viewpoints in the literature regarding the effects of 
social mobility upon kin relations. As is true of other studies, the 
blue-collar ‘kin networks are characterized by less residential 
dispersion, the result being that more frequent blue-collar inter- 
action with various kin occurs. When there is residential separa- 
tion it is the middle classes who make the most use of the means 
of communication to sustain kin contact. We recall that Parsons’s 
Paper, which referred to the middle classes, asserted that the 
chances of residential separation from kin are great, and inti- 
mated that separation really means isolation (Parsons, 1943, pp. 
27, 35). This should be altered to read that the chances of middle- 
class separation from kin are moderately great, but that this 
eventuality does not result in isolation from kin of orientation. 
On the other hand, working-class migration and separation from 
kin, though less frequent, is apt to result in virtual isolation from 
all kin except parents when it does occur. 1 | 
There is a basic working-class division by sex in secondary kin 
affairs which does not appear in the middle classes. Blue-collar 
male kin are ordinarily more involved with each other, and 
females with each other. Even in the case of parents such sex 
divisions occur among the working classes. This is apparent ш 
Correspondence between young married adults and their parents. 
Regardless of occupational stratum the female tends to serve as , 
family correspondent; the result is that the middle-class wife 
Writes both sets of parents, while the working-class wife con- 
Centrates upon her own. The close female relations in blue-collar 
kin networks are also apparent in the great amount of mutual aid 
Shared between mothers and daughters, and even in some cases 
‘ween blue-collar sisters. ца е Maly 
The divergent opinions on occupational mobility and kinship 
Telations are exemplified in articles by Schneider and Homans 
(1955) and by шиљак (1960). The former authors comment, іп 
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their discussion of kin terminology, that ‘upward mobile persons 
keep only shallow ties with members of their kindred, if they keep 
them at all; downward mobile persons may be neglected by their 
kindred’ (p. 1207). Litwak, on the other hand, states that in his 
sample even a movement from manual to business or professional, 
or vice versa, does not distinguish with regard to frequency of 
interaction (p. 16). The first result of our study concerns inter- 
action. Frequency of interaction is intimately associated with 
residential distance, which is, in turn, related to one’s occupa- 
tional position. The occupationally mobile person is an individual 
of one stratum whose kin network is likely to be characterized by 
the majority being of the other stratum. Therefore, the mobile 
tend to form a middle category between white-collar offspring of 
white-collar parents and blue-collar offspring of blue-collar 
parents with respect to both distance from and frequency of 
interaction with various kin. Whether the occupationally mobile 
are perceived as having strong or weak kin ties is thus likely to be 
a function of the group with whom they are compared. Com- 
paring the upwardly mobile with the stable blue-collar in interac- 
tion frequency with kin, our conclusion would resemble that of 
Schneider and Homans, i.e. the mobile have weaker or shallower 
kin ties. But if the comparison is made between the upward 
mobile and the occupationally stable members of their new 
stratum, it can only be concluded that the interactional ties of the 
mobile to their kin are as strong, if not stronger, than those of the 
stable middle class. 

This finding provides an introduction to the dominant theme 
which pervades the investigation of occupational mobility and 
kinship: individual movement or non-movement in the economic- 
occupational system is not the key factor in determining kin 
relations in adulthood. Rather, the middle-class success values of 
the society, and the current occupational positions and con- 
comitant value systems of the parties involved appear more 
determinative of present relationships. Upward mobility is not & 
‘boot-strap’ phenomenon; it requires social support from parents 
and often from other kin, particularly for the male. Thus, the 
influence of both parents upon the upwardly mobile male and of 
the mother upon the upwardly mobile female result in close adult 
relations with parents, rather than the rejection which is inherent 
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in Schneider and Homans’s comment. Sibling relations are like- 
wise affécted by differential achievement, so that occupational or 
status disparity between brothers usually means an affectional 
distance and non-identification, and between cross-sex siblings 
and sisters often means a non-reciprocated identification of the 
lower-status sibling with the® “family success’. In contrast, 
mutually upward or downward mobile siblings are drawn 
together, not apart. Similarity of life circumstances, whether 
Successful or deprived, and mutual support result in strengthened 
bonds, especially between the downward mobile who have, in 
effect, been failed by their parents. 

Looked at as a network, the foregoing parent and sibling теја- 
tions illustrate the importance of middle-class success values and 
Present status in relations between the kin of orientation. Parsons 
asserts, concerning our occupational and kinship systems, that 
the open, isolated, nuclear or conjugal family system seems most 
functional for our mobile occupational system and urban living 
(1943, р. 37). The results of the Greensboro investigation imply 
that the economic values of urban, industrial society do influence 
Considerably the integration of the family of orientation when the 
children reach adulthood. Cleavages and solidarities occur which 
are most readily accountable in terms of such societal values. 
This may be demonstrated by Figure 1. Mutually downward 
Mobile siblings (Diagram 1) are affectionally close while mani- 
festing affectional distance from their parents, particularly their 
Mothers. When only one of the children is downwardly mobile 
(Diagram 2) he or she is affectionally distant from parents and 
the sibling. Although the numbers are too small to be definitive, 
these young adults appear most likely to have attenuated kin 
pe orks, including a shallow relation with their kin of orienta- 

lon. 

The stable blue-collar adult whose sibling is upwardly mobile 
tends to identify with his sibling’s achievement, but may blame 
his parents for the fact that he was not also mobile (Diagram 3). 

OWever, occupational salience and open competition prevent 
even such one-way identification and affection between occupa- 
tionally disparate brothers (Diagram За). 

The upwardly mobile devise different solutions to the problem 
Of integration with the kin of orientation. Mutually upward 
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Parents 
А C) 
Diagrami} Diagram 2 
7 (we) 
Diagram 3a 


Parents 


Diagram 5 


Legend 

Squares = white collar 

Circles = blue collar 

+ = affectionally close (more than 55 per cent 
of these respondents indicating that they 
are close to their parents; or 45 per cent 
Stating they are close to the sibling) 

—= affectionally distant (the obverse of 
affectionally close) 

n O = offspring, of either sex 

Diagram 6 Mamet 


Parents 


Figure 1 Affectional relations with the kin of reorientation, according 


to comparative occupational positions (reprinted with permission 
from Adams, 1967, p. 375) 


mobile Siblings are relatively close to each other in their mutual 
achievement, and in addition respond positively to their parents’ 
efforts on their behalf (Diagram 4). The upward mobility of one 
offspring (Diagram 3) results in this young adult tending to be 
affectionally close to his parents, but feeling little emotional 
attachment to his lower status, or less successful, sibling. Dia- 
grams 5 and 6 present the typical mutual affectional closeness of 
Stable white-collar kin of orientation and distance of stable blue- 
collar kin of orientation. 

There are variations according to the sex of the individual, 
either young adult or parent, especially in the role convergence 
and close relation of working-class daughters and their working- 
class mothers. Yet these diagrams reveal and summarize the 
effect of economic-occupational values upon kin solidarity in 
adulthood. Such values characteristically override kin familistic 
Values in altering subjective relations between the kin of orienta- 
Чоп. Nevertheless, the general obligation to, and often circum- 
Stantial contact of, these immediate kin causes the quantity of 
Contact to be maintained despite variation in both its quality and 

‚ types, 

Secondary kin affairs are likewise not affected negatively by the 
upward mobility of the individual, The upward mobile are able to 
find kin with whom to perpetuate a modicum of involvement — 
frequently persons of their. current stratum — and their total 
Numbers of kin acquaintances are по smaller, and are often 
larger, than are the networks of the occupationally stable. Either 
through kin rejection or feelings of inadequacy, the downwardly 
Mobile tend to relinquish ties with many of their secondary kin. 
Once again, the incidental or circumstantial nature of secondary 
kinship in general results in few observable differences, either 
Subjective or objective, which might be accounted for by occu- 
Pational stability or movement. i 

An attempt to summarize occupational mobility and kin rela- 
tions confronts us with a multiplicity of complicating factors. 
The guiding hypothesis drawn from the literature and based upon 
degree of relationship and the sex of the individual is much too 
Stmplistic, Rather, the primary factors include migratory history 
and the resulting residential distances, society's economic- 
Occupational success values, the role of parents in their children’s 
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achievement or non-achievement, present occupational and value 
similarity or divergence between siblings, and the basically 
incidental nature of secondary kinship. 


Future research and functional centrality: a postscript 


The primary purposes of the present study have been two-fold. 
First and foremost, the endeavor has been made to piece together 
the scattered and often fragmentary materials on urban kinship 
into a generally unified picture, including both its subjective and 
objective attributes. A second purpose coincides with the 
exploratory nature of much of the analysis, especially of adult 
sibling and secondary kin relations. That is, besides the general 
characterization there are numerous hypotheses and areas of 
study which merit further, more detailed, investigation. The depth 
of our findings could be increased in several directions. 


1. What are the values upon which perceived consensus or dis- 
sensus in the kin network is based? Political attitudes, optimism 
or pessimism, success orientation, religious outlook, reactions to 
minorities or children — these are some of the ideas that гез- 
pondents may be thinking about when they say that they and а 
relative have the same opinions or different opinions on things 
that matter. On the basis of extemporaneous comments, it seems 
likely that the two crucial sets of values which are salient to kin 
relations are economic and moral. By economic we mean feelings 
that "ће works hard’, or "ће is a good provider’, or ‘she doesn’t 
care if she goes down’. Some of the ways in which such economic 
values impinge on the kin network have already become apparent. 
By moral values we mean feelings that ‘he isa good man’, or “he 
drinks a lot’, or ‘she is religious and tries to live the right kind of 
life for her children’. Other attitudes, such as political among 
upper-middle-class males, are apt to be less universally salient to 
kin relations in urban-industrial society than these. 

2. A second direction for increased depth would be to attempt а 
full investigation of downward mobility. The either-or choice 
between husband and family of orientation is apt to be greater 
for the downwardly mobile female than for the male. The down- 
wardly mobile male has made his own choice, due perhaps tO 
school difficulties, and involvement with lower status friends, 
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while the female has simply chosen a husband. But downward 
mobility is far from a settled issue as regards its relation to kin 
affairs. 

3. The extent of knowledge of urban kinship could be expanded 
in many directions. Further breakdown in status categories, 
marital relations and kinship, Rin and other societal systems, and 
change — all these are of interest and importance. Do upper-class 
persons still have the strong kin networks that are attributed to 
them in the literature? I would hypothesize that the old upper 
classes would have such networks — non-localized — but that the 
nouveau riche and upper-middle classes would come closest to 
epitomizing the ‘nuclear familistic’ described above. Also, the 
lower-blue-collar are likely to have looser-knit kin networks than 
the true urban working classes, i.e. the industrial or semi-skilled 
workers, In any case, further occupational and status breakdown 
is needed. 


4. What is the relation of marital power relations to involvement 
with one or both kin networks? It is quite possible that the 
agreement of both spouses that they should be close to both sets 
of kin, or neither, or one and not the other, is enough to keep 
Peace within the couple and with kin and in-laws. However, a 
Struggle for power may be manifested in those cases where a 
choice must be made regarding settling near one set of kin or the 
Other. Much needs to be done on marital interaction and kin 
involvement. 


5. It seems to this author that the two most fruitful aspects of 
urban kinship for future concern are change and interrelations 
with other systems. How does kinship affect and adapt to the 
Urban-industrial environment ? One way to study this would be to 
follow longitudinally the characteristics of urban inmigrants, 
Such as those from Eastern Kentucky into Southern Ohio, as they 
change over a period of years. It would be well to parallel this 
With an investigation of a minority group of urban migrants, to 
Note whether minority status results in more emphasis being put 
оп the maintenance of kin ties for the sake of mutual survival and 
& greater chance of societal success. 


“i The question of interrelations and the 
Quires somewhat more extended comment 


societal role of kin re- 
before leaving the sub- 
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ject of urban kinship. Litwak and Sussman, as well as our study, 
have rather convincingly demonstrated that being part of an 
urban society signifies neither uniformly great distance from one’s 
kin; nor does remoteness, when it does occur, necessarily signal 
isolation in terms of lack of contact. But isolation from kin is not 
the principle issue of either Parsons’s or Wirth’s discussions of 
urban kinship. These authors are saying that, in historical and 
societal perspective, our kinship system does not appear to be as 
functionally central, or as crucial an element, in the total society 
as it has been in many other times and places. Parsons, for 
example, makes this explicit when he states that at marriage the 
individual is drastically Segregated, in comparison with other 
societies, from his parents and siblings (1943, р. 30). Parsons’s 
concern here is with kinship in the “contemporary United States’ 
in a comparative way. His critics, on the other hand, have 
collected data which are significant in their own right, and have 
replied to Parsons in the following vein: ‘See, the kinship system 
does “function” in urban settings. Relatives interact, keep in 
touch, celebrate happy occasions, and parents and their adult 
children even help each other from time to time.’ Parsons and his 
critics, in their conceptions of functionality, are in fact talking 
past each other. The major concern of Parsons and the Chicago 
school is with the relation of the part to the whole, of the kin net- 
work to the society. Sussman, Litwak, Greer, Axelrod and the 
present study have largely dealt with the functioning of the part. 
We have generally agreed with these latter studies regarding the 
function of parents in providing primary relations and aid to their 
‘adult offspring, and have noted the comparative function per- 
formed by siblings. But to generalize from such findings to the 
functional role of kin in the total society would be presumptuous. 
Were we to infer societal functionality from our findings regard- 


ing nepotism, total aid exchanged between kin, mutual involve” 


ment in voluntary organizations, or the few instances of parents 
or other kin residing with a respondent, we would be inclined to 
agree with Parsons. Adult kin relations do appear, in comparison 
to other societies historically and to other institutional spheres in 
modern urban society, to be functionally peripheral to the on- 
going of the total structure. But our study has not probed very 
far into the functional comparisons or interrelations between 
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institutional spheres, nor have we sought to resolve cross- 
cultural br historical issues — these remain to be removed from the 
literature and investigated in the empirical arena. 


Ours has been primarily a characterization of kin relations in 
One urban place, and that task js at an end. Relations with kin, 
we have found, should be generalized with reference to a specific 
kin category, not to the total network. Parents are objects of 
Positive concern, which includes frequent contact, readiness to 
help, and strong feelings of affection and obligation. Siblings are 
objects of continuing interest and comparison in urban society. 
Finally, secondary kin are commonly objects of but little concern 
and incidental contact. 
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11 C. Bell 


The Social Significance of Kinship: 3 ; 


Excerpts from C. Bell, Middle-Class Families, Routledge & Kegan Paul, 
1968, pp. 88-95. 


On the basis of the American evidence it has been argued that the 
middle-class extended family is used as ‘a principal source of aid 
and service when member families are in personal difficulties orin 
times of disaster and crisis and on ceremonial occasions’ (Suss- 
man and Burchinal, 1962, p. 234). Although I collected data 
about crisis situations and ceremonial occasions I do not want to 
present it here. I aimed to describe ordinary families and I want to | 
emphasize the ordinary rather than the unusual. It is central to my | 
argument that middle-class extended family aid is not dependent 
upon crisis and ceremonial; and that it is not only on these 
occasions that the middle-class extended family is a functioning 
social entity but that it works continually, if not day to day then 
month to month, to maintain and/or advance the status of its 
members, 

Mutual aid between members of an extended family flows in 
Several directions depending upon stages in the family cycle. 
Most of the families that I have been studying are in the first two 
Stages of the family cycle:! that of "ћоте-та пе" and ‘child- 
tearing’. These two stages are the time of greatest expenditure 
and, because of the nature of the middle-class career pattern, the 
time of lowest income. Whereas the large literature of geron- 
tology (see Townsend, 1964) has added to our knowledge of the 
structure and function of the family, through the study of support 
and aid flowing towards the final stage of the family cycle, І know 


1. Definitions of stages in the family cycle: 
(i) Home-making: from marriage to the birth of first child. 
(ii) Child-rearing: from birth of first child until Marriage of first child. 
(ii) Dispersal: from marriage of first child until marriage of last child. 
(iv) Final: from marriage of last child until death of original partners. 
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of no systematic study of support and aid flowing towards the 
first twð stages of the family cycle. [. . .] 

Thé kind of aid that I am discussing is not exceptional aid in 
exceptional times. Shaw, writing about a predominantly working- 
class London suburb, gives a very fine example of what I mean. 
One of the very few professional families she studied reported 
that the husband’s mother and father had bought a new winter 
outfit for the first child when the expense of the second left them 
short of money (1954, p. 185). This is an example of the middle- 
class extended family providing important and significant incre- 
ments of aid for the idiosyncratic needs of the elementary family. 
There was no need for geographical proximity. 

The ability, although not the desire, to provide this type of aid 
will vary with social class. As Fletcher has written: 


The kinds and degrees of mutual aid, and the reasons for it, may differ 
between social classes. For example, young middle-class parents may 
desire, and obtain, help from elder relatives in order to send their 
children to public school; or they may want their father’s [my 
emphasis} influence in prevailing upon a friendly solicitor so that they 
can purchase their house with minimum legal costs; and beyond such 
financial aid and influence there may be little sentimental attachment 
and little desire for closer interdependence. Young working-class 
Parents, on the other hand, will not and cannot expect or require these 
degrees of financial aid of their elder relatives their desires; and their 
Problems will be different, and they may experience deeper sentimental 
feelings of attachment (1966, р. 169). 


This last point I feel can be doubted. Middle-class kin networks 
May have fewer day-to-day demands but I think that there is 
little evidence to suggest that they necessarily show any different 
affective quality. [...] 

Before I go into a more detailed discussion of some of my field 
Material may I suggest that all the data I have gathered are likely 
to be underestimations. These topics are considered private and 
Most of it was gleaned indirectly. Most of the remainder of this 
Section is therefore qualitative rather than quantitative. Кеа 

It became apparent that in certain spheres of social activity aid 
from kin was more important than in others. So I pursued these 
topics, together with collecting more general kin information. 

he topics I concentrated on were careers, housing and their 
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children. In examining these subjects — which in many cases are 
the dominant interests of the families I studied – I found that over 
and over again where there had been aid from the extended family 
the important structural link between members of the extended 
family was the father-in-l4w/father-son/son-in-law link. This led 
me to reanalyse a great deal of my field material. 

In doing so I felt very similar to Aberle and Naegele who па 
paper on the socialization of middle-class children in the United 
States wrote that ‘One reason we are stressing the father is that he 
is forgotten or recedes into the background in the face of the 
overwhelming focus on the mother in recent work’ (1952, р. 367). 
Or in my case the overwhelming focus on the mother-married 
daughter link in recent work. The father-son link is structurally 
important in the middle-class extended family because through it 
flows aid to the elementary family. 

Here I would like to take an ‘apt illustration’ from my field 
notes. (The speaker is a thirty-seven-year-old geographically 
mobile but socially immobile architect.) 


‘I wanted to leave the firm I was working for and buy into a practice 
as a partner. I had had a very attractive offer. But I wanted a couple of 
hundred more than I had. When we went home [to a town in the Mid- 
lands which both husband and wife came from and returned to visit 
parents about four times a year] I went to the local with my father-in- 
law [his father is dead] and told him I was considering changing my job 
like I said. I didn’t ask but to tell the truth I hoped. He said ‘How 
much?" апа I told him and he said that ће would see. Eventually he 
gave it to me, called it a loan but said I needn’t pay it back. But I am 
though — £5 a month so I don’t feel obligated to him. I didn’t ask my 
bank because they were also the firm’s bank and you know Rotary and 
that. It was easier to ask him.’ 


He told me that he would have approached his father had he 
been alive. As Rosser and Harris have pointed out in their paper 
on relationships through marriage one function of affinal 
relationships under certain circumstances is for them to be 
utilized as substitutes for missing consanguineal kin (1961, Р. 
318). This is well documented by Young and Willmott, and 
Townsend for the working-class mother-daughter link. It would 
seem that substitution (in the sense of role adoption) can also be 
found in the middle-class father-son link. In a bilateral system 
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such as ours there is always the possibility of alternatives within 

the structure. 

This illustration also shows that the recipient felt less obliga- 
tion for accepting aid since he did not ask for it; also it illustrates 
a recurrent mechanism. The money Was not asked for, the case 
was stated and the action was left up to the parent. In this way 
there seems to be at least a partial resolve of the conflict between 
the stress on independence and actual dependence. Physical 
distance allows the recipients to maintain an appearance of 
independence and the ubiquity of financial institutions means 
that distance is irrelevant to aid of this kind. Jane Hubert wrote: 
“It is not the “done thing” to be on the receiving end of kin help 
and influence, but to use one’s influence is quite acceptable. 
Though they do not necessarily see it in these terms, status is 
conferred by giving, not receiving’ (1965, р. 68). As the majority of 
the 120 families studied are in the first two stages of the family 
cycle and at the beginning of a middle-class career, they are dis- 
Proportionately on the receiving end of extended family aid. 

In contrast to the first example let me quote an example of a 
thirty-five-year-old geographically mobile but socially immobile 
insurance тап. 

“My father was hurt I think when he knew I went to the bank rather 

than him for a down payment on a new car but if I'd gone to him for it, 

the money I mean, we would have had to go there for our holidays. We 

did anyway, but we didn’t have to.’ 

By going to an institution rather than his father he thought he 

avoided obligations and kept his independence. 

In another case I found that the need could be stated to 
Siblings, but the parents were not told directly. The siblings how- 
еуег were quite expected to tell their parents who were expected to 
act on this information. 

_ Another mechanism was secrecy 

is а thirty-four-year-old geographical 

immobile engineer.) 

‘When we my fathe 
elp ита чк а БА my dad. He said ће would leave the 
nitting to mum and my sisters but he would pay for the woman and he 

Said not to tell mum as she thought we should be independent. I told 


Jane [his wife] of course.” 


or quasi-secrecy. (Speaking 
Цу mobile but socially , 


r said we should have a home 
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The ‘independence’ here clearly refers to monetary independence. 
This case-study is also interesting in that it illustrates the invasion 
of the sphere usually dominated by the mother-daughter 
relationship by that of the father and son. 

Another mechanism frequently utilized by the families I 
studied is the giving of aid on socially approved occasions: this 
is acceptable and can be received without any loss of indepen- 
dence. This begins at the wedding: I recorded one case of the 
house being given outright and two cases of a substantial deposit 
being put down on the house. In these cases naturally arrange- 
ments were made through the bank but it was the father or 
father-in-law that made them. This mechanism continues at 
Christmas and at birthdays — I noted a case of central heating 
being given as a Christmas present from the husband’s parents. 

Indirect aid may be given through the children, і.е. from 
grandparents to grandchildren. When as in one case a lump sum 


` of £100 was given to ‘buy things for the baby’ it was grandfather 


who signed the cheque. 

This is of course an indirect way of raising the standard of 
living of the recipients, because it releases money to be spent on 
other things. In the words of one informant extended family aid 
‘makes things that much easier’, Extended family aid often is 
used to provide important status props and helps in the pur- 
chase of status signs, I have already mentioned central heating: an 
important indicator of status amongst the families that I studied 
was having regular help in the home. Another case from my 
field notes: speaking is the wife of a geographically mobile but 
socially immobile chemist, 


“Dad gave me £20 to buy Jim [her fourteen-year-old son] a bike for 
his birthday — he knew that we were going to buy him one anyway. 50 
we got a new carpet as well. [And then very quickly and somewhat 
guiltily.] Aren’t I awful! But without little bits like that I don’t know 
how we would live here.” 


The giving of status props to children: the expensive ‘toys’ like 
the bicycle mentioned above or a trampoline was not uncommon. 
Whilst I was doing the fieldwork great pressure was being put on 
several parents by their young daughters to be allowed to have 
riding lessons. This expensive and status-conferring pastime was 
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initiated by one girl whose grandfather was paying for them. 
Anotiler example I have is the paying for ballet lessons by an 
uncle (husband’s father’s brother). 

It is not coincidence that all my examples are taken from 
informants who have not been socially mobile, i.e. have middle- 
class parents. Working-class *parents would very rarely be in a 
Position to give aid of the proportions described above. If no 
geographical mobility had been experienced mothers could still 
give aid to their daughters of the kind described by Willmott and 
Young and others for the working class. But none of the families 
studied had been socially mobile and geographically immobile. 
Consequently there seems to have been а readjustment in empha- 
sis in the structure of the extended family away from the mother- 
daughter relationship towards the father-son relationship. 

The exact effects of extended family aid flowing between 
father and son is very difficult to determine especially as it was 
impossible to collect this information systematically and uni- 
formly. But as a rough guide І compared the ages of husbands 
who had been socially mobile, i.e. had come from manual homes, 
with those who had come from middle-class backgrounds. The 
hypothesis being that the estates could be seen as a certain status 
level and that those who were in the theoretical position to 
Teceive extended family aid would reach this status level sooner 
than those who were not in a position to receive extended family 
aid. For example this was very noticeable in the case of a twenty- 
five-year-old bank clerk, who could only have been classified as 
‘junior non-manual’, living on the estate who was the recipient of 
а great deal of financial assistance from both his father and 
father-in-law. It turned out that the thirty-one socially mobile 
husbands were on average 2-1 years older than those from middle- 
class backgrounds, It would not be correct to put this 2-1 years 
advantage down completely to extended family aid but as a 
Socially mobile informant told me ‘there's а lot of what I call 
Teal money here, you know family money, We lived in a two- 
Toomed flat when we started, but look at them’. She was referring 
to a family who had moved to the estate on marriage. 

The variable of social mobility was far more important to the 
function of the middle-class extended family than was geo- 
graphical mobility. Osterreich (1965) compared forty-five English- 
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speaking middle-class Canadians who were homogeneous in all 
Other respects and compared those who had been geographically 
mobile with those who had not. She found that the greatest diff- 
erence between the mobile and the non-mobile was in caring for 
children, help during illness, taking care of the house and advice 
Оп personal matters. In other words the greatest differences werg 
in those actions that depended on availability at short notice 
and/or physical presence. She found that she could support 
Litwak’s hypothesis.2 But she quite ignores the factor of social 
mobility which seriously detracts from her findings. The amount 
of aid is likely to be very different for those from middle-class 
backgrounds when compared with those from working-class 
backgrounds. 


2. That other kinds of activity are not seriously impeded by geographical 
mobility. [Ed.] 
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Kinship and Other Primary Groups 


Excerpt from E. Litwak and I. Szelenyi, ‘Primary group structures and 
their functions: kin, neighbors and friends’, American Sociological 
Review, vol. 34, 1969, pp. 465-81. 


Introduction 


Until recently, little attention has been given in sociology to a 
theoretical statement on the variety of ‘primary’ group structures 
and their differential function in an industrial society. We would 
like to suggest that under the impact of modern industrial society 
Primary group structures tend to assume a variety of structural 
forms.! Furthermore, these different structures can handle dif- 
ferent types of tasks more effectively. We shall confine our dis- 
Cussion to three types of primary groups — kinship ties, neighbors 
and friends — and use Cooley’s (1955) terminology (viz. face-to- 
face, permanent, affective, non-instrumental and diffused) for 
Primary groups, rather than Parsons’s equally useful pattern 
‚ Variables (particularistic, collective, diffused, affective and 
ascribed), 

› Until the late 1940s many sociologists had adopted the point of 
View that there was little need to study primary groups in modern 
Industrial society because primary groups Were doomed (Tonnies, 
1940; Wirth, 1957; Simmel, 1957). The theoretical bases for this 
Orientation were (a) industrial bureaucratic organizations were 
More effective than primary groups in achieving most goals, and 
(b) they required social conditions which were antithetical to 
Primary groups. One of the major conditions 50 required was the 
Reed for primary group members to engage in differential 
1. Goode (1963, pp. 1-86) points out that because of the many diverse 


Kinds of Pre-industrial societies and common pressures for industrialization, 


the historical trends may look quite different for each of them. Japan hada 


“creasing rate of divorce with industrialization while the United States had 
ao Increasing one because pre-industrial Japan had high rates of divorce and 
© U.S. didn’t. The analysis in this paper assumes ‘Western’ type societies. 
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geographical and occupational mobility. In the late 1940s, Par- 
sons suggested the ‘isolated nuclear family’ as a very special kind 
of primary group that could meet the conditions of urban society 


and avoid the problems of differential mobility. It did this by. 


having one member in the labor force and restricting itself to a 
two-adult family unit. In the 1950s, a series of studies emerged 
which suggested that the extended kin relations could also survive 
in modern urban society but, unlike the Parsons solutions, these 
studies argued that primary groups could maintain cohesion 
despite differential mobility (Sussman and Burchinal, 1968; 
Litwak, 1960a and b). Continuing work in the field has further 
suggested that friendship groups, neighborhood groups and work 
groups may also be viable in current society. But little, if any- 
thing, has been done to demonstrate in theory that these various 
forms of primary group relationship can deal with problems 
of differential mobility. Do these forms represent vestigial 
remains which will soon disappear; do they represent ineffect- 
iveness in the operation of industrial society; or do they (as We 
hypothesize) represent groups consistent with industrial society? 
Most important, if these different types of primary groups аге 
all viable, are they structurally the same and can they handle 
the same type of problems? 

To clarify this point, we are advancing the following proposi- 
tions: in order for extended kin to remain viable, they must learn 
to communicate and exchange services in other than face-to-face 
situations; in order for neighbors to remain viable, they must 
learn to exchange services and communicate despite short 
membership turnover; and for friendships to remain viable, 
friends must learn to do both, in addition to learning how to deal 
with the most idiosyncratic aspects of life. In terms of ‘small 
group theory’, we are asking what mechanisms permit group 
cohesion under conditions of limited face to face contact OF 
rapid membership turnover. In terms of stratification theory, WÊ 
are asking under what conditions do people identify with primary 
groups across class lines. Most generally, we are asking, in terms 
of theories of urban society, what are the differential structures 
and functions which are performed by ‘primary type’ groups in 
an urban society. Though at first blush this may seem а bit 
ambitious, many of these problems are so intertwined that 
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Solutions to one lead to solutions to others. Within this general 
framework, we will undertake the analysis of specific primary 
groups. 


Structure of neighborhoods у 

Neighborhoods аге characterized by geographical proximity of 
members. Consequently, neighbors tend to be in face-to-face 
contact with one another. At the same time, industrialization 
demands that people in a given neighborhood have short tenure. 
If a neighborhood requires geographical proximity and indust- 
Nialization requires short tenure, it follows that if neighborhoods 
are to survive in current industry they must stress face-to-face 
contact without one of the dimensions of a classical primary 
group, i.e. permanent membership. 

To clarify this point, two thoughts will be elaborated, viz. to 

what extent does industrial society demand high neighborhood 
Membership turnover, and to what extent does it provide 
Mechanisms for primary group survival despite lack of per- 
тапепсе. 
Technological pressure forces high neighborhood turnover. ‘There 
are several ways in which technological developments in an indus- 
trial society force high membership turnover in neighborhoods. 
First, rational allocation of labor demanded by modern industry 
frequently means the labor force has to be shifted to where 
the work is. Jobs are mechanized or automated, causing shifts 
in geographical demands for labor (e.g. agriculture to indus- 
trial). Technology might create new industries as well as produce 
Innovations which make previously undesirable areas habitable. 

Technology also forces membership turnover, because land 
апа housing, like labor, are subject to ‘rational’ redefinition. 
Large residential areas have been turned into super-highways 
even as commercial areas have been redeveloped for residential 
use. Technology brings about rapid shifts in housing standards. 

Ousing put up ten to twenty years ago may be viewed as cur- 
rently obsolete, Technology makes it economical to shift houses 
and neighborhoods with family life cycle. It also leads to con- 
tinuous rises in standard of living, giving people a continuous 
Option to move to better housing. Finally, because technology 
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leads to occupational specialization, members of a neighborhood 
are often differentially effected by automation and pressure to 
move. 


Technological support for neighborhood cohesion despite high 
membership turnover. If, indeed, technology tends to force high 
membership turnover in neighborhoods, can neighborhoods 
survive as meaningful primary groups? Several recent works 
suggest that in principle neighborhoods can survive despite short 
membership tenure (Litwak, 1960c; Festinger, 1951; Whyte, 
1956; Fellin and Litwak, 1963; Wilensky, 1961). The basic point 
is that short tenure can be partially compensated for by rapid 
means of group indoctrination. If an individual is rapidly 
accepted into the group (from the moment of his appearance), the 
group might survive considerable membership turnover, (Fellin 
and Litwak, 1963). What are some of the mechanisms which 
permit groups to indoctrinate members rapidly? The movement 
between groups can be made without loss of cohesion where the 
movement is ordered, i.e. expected and planned (Wilensky, 
1961; Fellin and Litwak, 1963). Thus, where the group norms 
state newcomers are to be welcomed and newcomers have norms 
that long-term residents are friends, speedy indoctrination is 
encouraged (Fellin and Litwak, 1963). Other devices for rapid 
indoctrination are: groups with special subunits formally 
designated to seek out newcomers and introduce them to their 
neighbors, e.g. welcome wagons, ministers, P.T.A. members, ete. 
(Fellin and Litwak, 1963); neighborhood voluntary organiza- 
tions (i.e, consisting of neighbors) where group norms can be 
publicly stated and re-enforced, e.g. P.T.A. block clubs, church 
related clubs, etc, (Litwak, 1961); extra economic resources 
which permit use of professional movers, freeing the newcomer to 
socialize. The fact that newcomers and long-term residents 
already share many basic values, languages and roles can speed 
up group socialization. 

The question arises, how systematically are such mechanisms 
encouraged in a technological society? It has been suggested that 
the occupational milieu which is prototypical of the advanced 
technological society is that of the professional in large-scale 
bureaucratic organizations. In addition, the argument has been 
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Made that such occupations systematically require the develop- 
ment °of ordered change while encouraging integration into 
prithary-group-type work situations (Litwak and Fellin, 1963). 
As such, the occupational experience provides training for the 
development of norms welcoming strangers, as well as norms in 
which ordered change is accepted as good in itself. Furthermore, 
technological society encourages the development of nationally 
based industry, mass media, nationally based educational 
Norms which in turn mean that individuals in such a society share 
а common language and a common culture even though they 
may have occupational specialties which differ. Technological 
Societies, through their rising standards of living, permit more 
and more people to use professional movers. Finally, tech- 
Nological society encourages the development of education. This 
in turn enables the individual to take into account longer time 
Spans (e.g. plan for ordered change) and to equip people inter- 
Personally to гип neighborhood voluntary associations with 
Success, 

To summarize, high membership turnover can be overcome 
where groups can evolve rapid modes of indoctrination, and this: 
tends to be systematically the case in technological societies. 
However, to say it can survive does not mean that its structure 
Will be the same as the ‘traditional’ neighborhood primary group. 
For the fact remains that it is a group which does have a high 
Membership turnover, and this key structural fact will, we 
hypothesize, limit the kinds of tasks it can best handle. 


Structure of kin groups 
Tf the kinship structure (ће. À 
families) is examined, we find that central to its traditiona 
historical meaning is the idea that people are related in semi- 
Permanent biological or legal ways (e.g. mother-son relation- 
Ship). At the same time, it is suggested that the kinship system, 
like the neighborhood, is faced with pressures for differential 
Mobility in a technological society. If these two considerations, 
Viz. permanent membership and differential mobility, 
into account, then the kinship system can survive only by drop- 
Ping the traditional primary group demand for face-to-face 
` lations. It is hypothesized that this is possible in modern society 


the relations between nuclear 
aditional 


are taken 
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because technological developments permit kinship exchanges 
over large distances. Before developing this point, a brief seyicw. 
will suggest that differential kinship mobility is intrinsic to 
modern technological development. 


Differential kinship mobility. If wé examine those pre-industrial 
societies which stressed kinship cohesion, we see, generally, three 
factors which prevented differential kinship mobility: (a) the kin 
controlled the occupational system; (b) a norm that any move- 
ment of kin must involve the total kinship structure; and (с) а 
strongly centralized authority system within the kin structure. It 
is our view that all three of these have been undermined by mod- 
ern technological development. Thus, technology has encouraged 
the development of bureaucracies and professions. These 10 
turn have loosened the hold of the kin on the occupational 
structure.2 Technological pressure for change means that father 
and son may have different jobs and be subject to differential 
pressures for mobility (e.g. father’s job automated to a point 
where few opportunities are left for sons, or better educational 
Opportunities for young lead to different occupational choices)- 
The child may not be offered the same job, may not want it, ОГ 
may not be trained for it. Furthermore, where labor was un- 
skilled, it was easily interchangeable and large kinship groups 
could move together. With specialization, introduced by modern 
technology, kinship members who move together might find it 
more difficult to find a job at а common locality.3 

Finally, it would be argued that the modern technological 


2. The various studies which show considerable social class inheritance in 
American societies do not contradict the assertions made herein. All such 
studies demonstrate is that the family can affect one’s chances of entering the 
occupational world at a given level. But they do not assert that the family 
can control the child’s being hired or fired. Nor can the family control the 
geographical re-location of the child, his rate of promotion, or whether he 
will be automated out of a job, etc. except as these processes are indirectly 
related to education. Since many of these attributes are inversely related (0 
education, the families’ control of a specific occupation for purposes © 
controlling the movement of their offspring is very limited. 

3. Gutkind (1962, pp. 93-112) provides some limited support for опе 
aspect of our argument. He points out that in certain African states the 
extended family will move as a totality even when there are no jobs; 1.6: 
they work against the rational distribution of labor. 


154 Relationships of Adults with Parents and Wider Kin 


system undermines a highly centralized power structure within 
the kinship system. It is suggested that this erosion is brought 
about in the long run by the fact that the kinship system is no 
longer able to control completely the occupational market. 

To summarize, a modern industrial society tends to offer 
maximal economic rewards td’ those willing to engage in diff- 
erential mobility. It prevents the kin from using traditional means 
for halting mobility, and, as we shall point out, it lessens the cost 
of differential mobility to the kinship system. 


Mechanisms for maintaining kinship ties. The question arises as 
to whether a kinship system can survive the loss of face-to-face 
contact (i.e. differential mobility) in any meaningful way. It has 
been suggested elsewhere that kinship systems can maintain their 
Viability despite breaks in face-to-face contact (Adams, 1967; 
Lansing and Muller, 1967; Litwak, 1960b). The general point is 
that modern means of communication – the telephone, car and 
airplane — have made it increasingly easy for families and 
individuals to communicate with each other, even though not 
living within immediate geographical proximity of each other. 
Furthermore, our monetary economy (essential to a technologi- 
cally advanced society) requires the use of money as a generalized 
Means to most goals. Money can be easily and quickly trans- 
Mitted, making it possible for kinship units to exchange aid over 

8reat distances, ' I З 
Ѕоте Һауе argued that estrangement between kin might arise, 
Since differential economic success leads to а different cultural 
milieu. Without denying this point, it is only necessary to:suggest 
that such differences take place within a larger context where 
Society provides much in the way of common elements. The mass 
Media, the large-scale mass education, etc. all lead to the 
volvement of a common cultural and language Базе (Dahl, 
1966, Pp. 35-59; Adams, 1967; Streib, 1968, pp. 408-9; Litwak, 
960a). People have overlapping group memberships and so 
ifferences take place within a context of communality as con- 
trasted to situations of complete group polarization (Dahl, 1966, 
Pp, 367-86; Williams, 1964, pp- 352-91). It is suggested that the 
Communality will increasingly become а sufficient base for main- 
taining kinship identity across class lines (Streib, 1968, pp. 408-9; 

dams, 1967), 
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To argue that kinship structures can exist despite breaks > 
face-to-face contact does not mean that such structures аге t! 1 
same as the traditional kinship structures. This difference 15 


hypothesized to affect significantly the kind of tasks they can best 
perform. 


Structure of friendship peer groups 


With these thoughts on kin and neighbors in mind, let us по 
examine friendship relationships. In some ways, these are struc- 
turally the weakest ties of all. They do not have the permanence 
of the kinship link or the face-to-face contact characterizing the 
neighborhood. Nevertheless, they are confronted with the very 
same social pressure that both of these groups are faced with = 
differential mobility. One would hypothesize that the major 
factor holding friendship ties together is affectivity. Unlike the 
other two groups, the individual has more options in choosing 
his friends. We suggest that because of this greater choice, friend- 
ship ties have affectivity as their major base of strength. The 
question arises as to how such affectivity can survive breaks in 
face-to-face relationships. To some extent, the answer would be 
the same as for the kinship group, e.g. modern modes of com- 
munication. However, friendship ties may be much more vul- 
nerable to breaks in face-to-face contact than kin groups because 
there are no institutional Pressures for permanence. 

In any case, what we are suggesting is that friendship ties tend 
to rest on free choice and affectivity; neighborhood ties, face-t0- 
face contact; and kinship structures, permanent relations. There 


is no reason at any moment in time why all these primary groups 
could not overlap 


> — friends may be neighbors and family meme 
bers at the same time, However, the main point of our discussion 


is that there are pressures in an industrial society for each of thes? 
groups to separate, 


Structure of the nuclear family group 


Although we will not present empirical evidence on the isolated 
© make a few remarks about it ® 
ег primary groups. The isolated 
wife and young children. Marrie 

luded. The nuclear family comes 
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' 


ыо meeting the traditional demands of the primary group, 
ое permanent, affective, non-instrumental and 
family + ај a key structural feature of the isolated nuclear 
N s lack of human resources. By definition, it has only 
family ПЕЊЕ Because of this limitation in size, the nuclear 
ЙУН еп. саппо! handle crùcial problems even though they 
ai IE the province of primary group structures. Thus they 
ane КОБЫ ЖУ to deal with tension management problems where 
aie о trouble is disputes between themselves — husband 
ЕН e.g. neither adult is able to provide succor to the other). 
7 р because of the intense affectivity, family members 
illness е able to diagnose objectively incipient states of mental 
ane БЫ 1960). Finally, because of technological innova- 
Бес ER ү members often cannot use their personal history asa 
пе andling all problems (e.g. newest techniques for 
Be 5 тузар how to deal with new norms on dating, etc.). 
А ap ly changing society, it is not enough for two adults to 
nly each other to draw upon. 
ои that the chief virtue of the kin and neighborhood and 
set Ip primary groups is their ability ito provide supple- 
сна и to the isolated nuclear family. They are able to 
traditi SNES structurally they are close enough in form to the 
tion ional primary group to minimize problems of communica- 


Е 8 
aps of neighborhood peer groups 
ith these ideas as background, the analysis will focus on the 


ae capacities of the neighborhood, the kinship group and the 
iendship group which might emerge because of their structural 
the neighborhood has face- 


caesar. We pointed out that h 
ые contact as its distinguishing factor. The question now 
at S: what are the advantages of face-to-face contact? We 
сои here three important advantages without claiming these 
© exhausted. 
Кое the first advantage of face-to 
ion. However, this would be true оп 


е 2 А ` 
qual — knowledge, equipment, etc- We are talking about actions 


Whi К 
УШЫ are, on the one hand, simple enough for the ordinary 
Son to handle and, on the other hand, so idiosyncratic that 


-face contact is speed of 
ly if all other things were 
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they cannot be programmed efficiently for large-scale ine 
(Litwak and Figueira, 1968). For instance, the need to eee 
cup of sugar in the midst of preparing a meal, or having ae aly 
watch the baby for five minutes while one runs out unexpec € 
to the store are both simple, widespread, yet idiosyncratic events. 
Such emergency situations rangé from the trivial matters a 
catastrophes. According to Form and Nosow (1958, рр; 54-8 a 
as high as 75 per cent of the people connected with major zaa 
disasters may be rescued in the first few hours by neighbors or ki 
iving nearby. 

ee ea advantage involves all those services which are 
technologically based on people living in the same territory. For 
instance, all people living on the same street have common 
problems if the water supply, police protection, street Baa 
schools, etc. are inadequate. Most certainly, the chance 0 
improving these services are immeasurably increased if the 
neighbors act cooperatively (Davies, 1966). 

Third, neighbors’ face- 
situations where continuou 
It is possible that much in 
good mother, whether chi 


to-face contact may play a role in 
5 Observation is necessary for learning. 
the way of socialization – how to реш 
Idren’s peer groups encourage delin- 
001 achievement — takes place in the 
pends so heavily on everyday personal 
Pp. 296 ff; Deutsch and Collins, 1951, 
pbell and Hobson, 1966, pp. 217-333): 
te three tasks which are thought to be 


Services based on territoriali 
everyday observation to 


0 providing long-term medi” 


sive role in Shaping the long-term сагеег 


and attitudes of the individual, 
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Function of friendship peer groups 
We hale suggested that modern society is characterized by over- 
lapping memberships; this means that there are certain things 
that group members hold in common and others on which they 
ae (Dahl, 1966, pp. 260-84, 367-86; Williams, 1964, pp. 352— 
What also characterizes modern society is continuous un- 
Correlated change; technology may introduce changes in the 
educational world with no matching change in the work world or 
leisure-time one. If the preceding speculations are correct, then it 
should also be true that the number of elements which can be 
Shared with a fixed group is definitely limited. To illustrate, an 
Offspring who goes to college will be confronted by a series of 
Problems which are outside the knowledge and interest of the 
Parents, e.g. studying for examinations, dealing with peers, 
dating, etc. Even in the cases where the parents had also attended 
College before, it is quite likely that many of the norms will have 
Changed so radically since the parents’ stay in college that their 
knowledge base is limited. 

The reader will recall that the family, because of its long-term 
biological and legal criteria, and the neighborhood, by virtue of 
its geographical definition, both provided a somewhat fixed and 
arbitrary definition of group. From all of the above, we con- 
cluded that the friendship groups can best handle matters involv- 
Ing continuous fluctuation while the others can handle the general 
Communalities’ It is not just because friendship groups provide 
the greatest options to choose matching group members but also 

cause people with only ties of mutual affectivity may be more 
Motivated to adjust to each other. Illustrative of some areas where 
friends would predominate would be the following: clothing 
ashions are continuously changing within some common value 
Set; a liberal or conservative political tradition still permits 
Variations in choice of candidate, @.2: Goldwater, Reagan, 


їХоп, Rockefeller, etc. 
Summary of structure and function of types of primary groups 
he structure an d function of different types of primary groups 


ауе been summarized in Table 1. Reading across the top line of 
the table, we see that the nuclear family has all of the classical 
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dimensions of the primary group but is so E aN 
resources that it frequently cannot perform all o! hich ona 
group functions. The extended kin tends to be quite PE 
manence and human resources but very low 9p fortai 
relations, but only moderately so on other dimensions ae ae 
zation. The other lines may be read similarly. aa Hae 
logically possible types as well as concrete ones whic МЕ 
not discussed, e.g. friendship groups which take place а 
site and are intimately bound to the job itself. б 
In sharp contrast to апу of these primary-group ie 
organizations are the non-primary groups, e.g. tigi ad 
relations. Table 1 shows these groups as yery low on al licitly 
sions. This line is introduced to the reader to highlight exp ад 
the danger of dichotomizing social relations, To say that a pe 
does not have all of the dimensions of the classical prima y р 
does not automatically make it a secondary or Богат ny ин 
Between these poles is much distance, and one way of descri ate 
the analysis is to say that we are attempting to specify the str! oe fer 
of some of these intervening groups which, though they eto 
from the classical Primary group, are much closer in structuur 
it than to any other type of group. 
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Until t 
bya Ses 19603 research on mate selection was dominated 
correlations E correlations rather than explanations. Four main 
Selection was ae ged. A mass of studies established that mate 
like) with res et likely to occur homogamously (like married 
ethnic grou pectito individual background variables like race, 
(cf, Scie еш education, age, and parental social class 
Zelditch, ТА ollingshead, 1950b, and the useful review in 
Normative ele ). This was most commonly attributed to the strong 
Secondly, m ment which was believed to operate in this area. ` 
tendency to pe were usually propinquitous (marked 
attributed to ee у Someone living near by), and this too was partly 
Marriages wer ЖОКТА factors (Katz and Hill, 1958). Thirdly, 
Values (e.g.K = E usually to be homogamous with respect to 
emerged Fie Os hoff and Davis, 1962). Finally, some evidence 
eligibles пене а normatively prescribed so-called field-of- 
at least ae plementarity of personality needs was important, 
a Davis, 16 a. circumstances (Winch, 1958; Kerckhoff 
к 2). 

па Ен it was increasingly reali 
complement and the reasons why such variable: 

су focuses ee! arise are themselves variable, 

As Ker ЊЕ research. 
Tesult of У окси 13) points out, 
€xternal pr least three sets of factors, Pers 
and these essures and restricted opportunities for interaction, 
‚ as he demonstrates, undoubtedly vary from item to 

ons we do not yet by any 


Means 
fi 

ully understand. Recently, the normative field-of-eligibles 
Je attack, and while it 


zed that the conditions 
s as homogamy ог 


and should be 


homogamy can be the 
onal preference, 


undoubtedly plays a role, particularly in higher socio-economic 
groups (Sussman, 1953; Hollingshead, 1950a), and in many / 
traditional areas (cf. Reading 1 and Goode, 1959; Zelditch 1964) 
the conditions under which it can be maintained to any given 
degree are not yet fully understood. Catton and Smircich 
(Reading 14) demonstrate that in Seattle at least propinquity~ 
seems simply to reflect a quest for economy of time and effort on | 
the part of suitors. They suggest that rather than norms 
determining propinquity, normative homogamy can perhaps 
only be maintained because interaction (through residential 
segregation by class) is most likely to be easiest with those of 
similar background. In doing so, Catton and Smircich show the 
benefits that can be derived from mathematical formulations 
both in terms of conceptual precision and for the investigation of 
competing hypotheses. A similar conclusion with regard to the 
primary influence of interaction in educational homogamy 
emerges from an equally sophisticated analysis, this time using 
partial correlation techniques, reported by Blau and Duncan 
(1967, pp. 346-60). 

Research into other aspects of this topic has also recently 
pointed to the need to explore the conditions under which any 
particular correlation occurs. Winch (Reading 15), reviewing the 
literature on complementarity of needs, hypothesizes that the 
role played by complementarity of needs will vary with the 
marital role expectations of the couple concerned, A similar 
conclusion has been tentatively suggested with respect to value 


homogamy by the empirical research of Kerckhoff and Bean 
(1967). 
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Patterns of Homogamy in Mate Selection 


A. С. Kerckhoff, ‘Patterns of homcgamy and the field of eligibles’, 
Social Forces, vol. 42, 1963-4, pp. 289-97. 


The principle of homogamy in the mate selection process is well 
established in the sociological literature. Numerous studies have 
supported the general proposition that the dominant pattern in 
our society, even within the framework of ‘freedom of choice’, is 
for marital partners to come from similar social categories. How- 
ever, in spite of the wealth of empirical evidence of this kind, we 
have not yet gone much beyond the rather simple generalization 
that choices are usually made within broad social categories. We 
have stopped raising questions about the social bases of mate 
Selection seemingly because we assume that the important 
sociological analysis has already been carried out by demon- 
strating homogamous patterns. In contrast, the major thesis of 
this paper is that studies of homogamy have only begun to 
examine the sociological aspects of mate selection. They have 
only posed the problem, not solved it. 

There is nothing new in the idea that problems remain in this 
area of inquiry, At least a decade ago Burgess and Locke (1953, 
р. 370) suggested that ‘the actual factors determining assortative 
mating have not been studied’, and they proceeded to list six 
Possible explanations of the empirical findings. Most of these 
explanations are of two types. The first type views the patterns of 
mate selection as a function of opportunities, It explains similari- 
ties of mates on the basis of residential segregation and differences 
in activity patterns of various social categories which limit the 
Tange of contacts of any person to encounters with persons like 
himself, The second explanation is a normative one. It views the 
Patterns of similarity as the result of preferences on the part of the 
Chooser for persons like himself and/or the enforcement of such 
homogamous choices through social sanctions. 
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A recent treatment of some of the issues by Katz and Hill 
(1958) attempts to combine the two under a general “погт- 
interaction’ theory.! Although such a combination may. have 
theoretic value, it makes even more apparent the fact that the, 
same behavior may be the result of very different antecedents. 
Conformity with the pattern of homogamy, when it occurs, may 
be due to either limited opportunities or adherence to a norm. 
Simple reporting of the pattern will not determine which is the 
саѕе.2 

One particular aspect of the normative explanation is also 
worthy of consideration. If we assume that there is a norm of 
homogamy which is realized to variable degrees by persons in 
our society, we might ask if it is thus reasonable to assume that 
there is a general norm which calls for ‘like to marry like’ or 
whether there is a whole set of independent norms which call for 
“Negro to marry Negro’, ‘Protestant to marry Protestant’, 
‘college graduate to marry college graduate’, etc, The former 
view would call for some pattern in an individual’s adherence to 
the general homogamy norm as manifested on the various dimen- 
sions of homogamy (race, religion, class, etc.), the latter view 
would not. That there is a general “tendency to seek the near and 
similar’ has been suggested in discussions of homogamy,} but 
evidence of sucha tendency is not available, 

One final issue is also relevant. Although discussions of ‘the 
Principle of homogamy’ seldom raise the point, there seems to be 

1, The first two assumptions of this theory are: ‘(a) that marriage is 
normative; (b) that, within normative fields of eligibles, the probability of 
marriage varies directly with the probability of interaction’ (p. 33). 

2. These two factors occupy different positions іп t 

of patterns of homogamy because adherence to a 


possible only if Opportunities to meet potential spo} 
the chooser are provided. Conversely, 
provided, there is no basis for testing the efficacy of the norm. However, 
since there are likely to be very few cases in which no opportunities are 
available for heterogamous contacts, behavior in keeping with the principle 
of homogamy will normally be subject to both of these interpretations unless 
other information is available. х 

3. This is seldom made as ап explicit point, Би 5 implied by the inclusion 
of all patterns of homogamy in the same textbook discussions (cf. Kirk- 
patrick, 1963, p. 416). The intent here is not so much to question the 


adequacy of previous formulations, but to examine the reasonable limits of 
future formulations. 


he logic of explication 
norm of homogamy is 
uses who are similar to 
if no heterogamous opportunities are 
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а priori reason to expect that both opportunities and norms 
might чагу in different segments of our population. If it is true, 
for irstance, that middle-class people have a wider range of con- 
tacts (a broader ‘life space’) than working-class people,+ one 
would expect differences in the degree of homogamy in the two 
classes, Within any one broad segment such as а class, one would 
also expect that differential life experiences would lead to varying 
degrees of homogamy. For instance, the person who has been 
more mobile, either socially or spatially, might logically be 
expected to have had a wider range of contacts than would 
Others in his class, and this would lead to the expectation of a 
different level of homogamy. Whether in such cases a wider range 
of contacts would lead to a prediction of a lower or higher degree 
of homogamy, however, would still be in doubt, as has already 
been noted, 

The discussion thus far leads us to suggest three researchable 
questions. They are: 


1. Do the patterns of homogamy, as a function of the range of 
contacts, fit more nearly the normative or the opportunities 
explanation? 

2. Is there evidence of a general norm of homogamy which 
finds expression in homogamous choices on the several dimen- 
Sions usually reported, or are the several dimensions independent 
of each other? 

3. Is there evidence that patterns of homogamy vary in different 
Segments of the population? 


In order to deal adequately with these questions, especially the 
first two, it will be necessary to deviate somewhat from the usual 
Tesearch design used in homogamy studies. Most of the data used 
in support of the principle of homogamy are statements about the 
degree of similarity between spouses. That is, the data deal with 
the outcome of mate selection, not with the process. They are 
Usually interpreted, however, as indicating something about the 
Process. Winch has presented this interpretation very explicitly 

4. Some studies of propinquity present data which indicate that people 
With higher income and education are less propinquitous than others. Such 
data are consistent with the claim of a broader range of contacts of middle- 
Class People. See Kerckhoff (1955) and Katz and Hill (1958). 
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in the following Passage (in which he also uses an opportunities 
explanation): 2 


gion, social class, broad occupational 
у 

» income, age, level of ed 
that these variables function to selec 


S’ within which it is likely that we shall 
choose our spouses (Winch, 1958, р, 14), 

Winch’s concept of ‘th 
Notion that the search fo: 


perspective. We would expect, for instance, that if 
овату is correct, one’s field 


ап individual would tend to change during the 
process Of selection in a Way that could not be derived from an 
examination of the outcome data alone. Put another way, the 
only be viewed as a static categorical 
‘come data, but it can be seen as at least. 


potentially a dynamic, changing, emerging definition if we use 
both process and outcome data, 


It is possible to conceive of 
permit us to clarify our concept 
necessarily be а longitudinal 


a Tesearch design which would 
ions of this process. This would 
design covering the period of 
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selection and including both normative measures and records of 
interpessonal contacts over the entire period. Ultimately, this is 
the kind of study which will be necessary. 

Short of this, however, it may be that other types of studies can 
add to our knowledge of the process. Such studies would begin by 
deriving logically the kinds of об сотез that would be expected 
given the various suggested explanations of homogamy. For 
instance, the opportunities explanation would lead us to expect 
that persons who have a wide range of contacts ought to exhibit 
less homogamy than those with a more restricted range. The 
Opposite expectation would follow from the normative explana- 
tion. That is, a normative explanation would lead to the pre- 
diction that persons with a wider range of contacts would be 
more likely to be homogamous since they would have a greater 
Opportunity to find a person with the proper homogamous 
characteristics. 

Such studies can also be strengthened by choosing subjects at 
the end of the selection period and asking them for information 
about the process itself. Such a method would, of course, include 
all of the sources of error in any retrospective data, and many of 
the crucial variables could not be included. For instance, it would 
Not be reasonable to ask subjects if their normative definitions of 
the field of eligibles had changed, and data on range of contacts 
could at best be crude. It would be possible to get some indication 

` of the dimensions of the field of eligibles in an earlier period, 
however, by asking about earlier pairings prior to the final 
Choice on the logic that if there had been a serious relationship 
between the subject and a person other than the spouse, this other 
Person must have been within the field of eligibles at that time. 

Reported below are the findings of a study of this kind. Given 
the fact that we did not assume a constant rate and pattern of 
homogamy throughout the population and given a limited 
Tesearch budget, it was considered wise to restrict the sample to a 
Very homogeneous segment and to focus on variations within this 

‚ Segment, Also, since we had an interest in the possibility of 
Changes in the definitions of the field of eligibles, subjects who 
Were known to have experienced a change in opportunities for 
interaction were considered desirable. For once the ubiquitous 
undergraduate was seen as not only convenient but ideally suited 


A. C. Kerckhoff 173 


to these research needs. At the particular school used, under- 
graduate women are very homogeneous in many respects, and 
almost all of them have experienced a major shift in their life 
space by coming to college. Although the findings resulting from 
the use of such a sample cannot be seen as relevant to very dif- 


ferent samples, these findings aré clearly relevant to the questions 
which led to the study. 


Method 


One hundred and fourteen engaged coeds at Duke University 
were interviewed on the subject of their experiences in the period 
of mate selection. Specifically, they were asked about three young 
men in whom they had been ‘seriously interested’. These three 
were defined as: the fiancé, the last serious beau before the 
fiancé, and the first beau in whom they were seriously interested. 
They were asked to answer a series of questions about each of 
these young men as well as a number of questions about them- 
selves. In general, these questions dealt with the social charac- 
teristics of the girl and the three young men — age, education, 
religion, occupation of father, home town, and so on. Given these 
data, patterns of homogamy-heterogamy could be discerned for 
the girl with regard to each of the men, and any longitudinal 
trends could be noted. 

The three points in the mate selection process which were 
examined in this way were, of course, arbitrarily chosen, and no 
claim can be made that they are the best for the purposes at hand. 
They were chosen to insure a considerable time period over which 
changes could have taken place in patterns of homogamy and/or 
the definition of the field of eligibles. 

Of the 114 girls, sixteen denied having been serious about any 
man other than their fiancé, and twenty said there had been only 
one such previous beau. The data to be reported, therefore, will 
be from the seventy-eight girls who could report on all three 
types of men about whom we were inquiring. 

Although the subjects were chosen solely on the basis of their 
being engaged, because of the nature of the population from 
which they were drawn, they formed a very homogeneous group 
with respect to age at the time of the interview, All were between 
eighteen and twenty-two with 80 per cent of them being either 
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twenty or twenty-one. There was somewhat more variability in 
their ав at the time they were going with the ‘last beau’ (before 
the fiancé) and with the ‘first beau’, The modal age at the time of 
the last beau was eighteen, and at the time of the first beau it was 
sixteen, but in each case less than 50 per cent fell in the modal 
class. Roughly, then, we are dealing with data from ages sixteen, 
eighteen and twenty-one. The men involved tend to be home- 
town boyfriends in the case of the first beau and college boy- 
friends in the case of the last beau and the fiancé. 

The girls were also quite homogeneous in many respects 
besides age. They were all white, almost all Protestant (seventy- 
two of the seventy-eight), their parents were both native born in 
all but five cases, and their fathers were largely from the upper 
two Hollingshead occupational categories (sixty-eight out of 
Seventy-eight), They are thus not representative of girls their age 
or even of college girls their age. This degree of homogeneity, 
however, does make it somewhat easier to make meaningful 
generalizations about the group. 

Of the basic social characteristics normally referred to in dis- 
Cussions of homogamy, the four characteristics which proved to 
be of interest were: education, class, religion and urbanity. The 
Operational definitions of homogamy with respect to urbanity and 
те топ were rather simple. All cases in which the boy and girl 

„сате from the same major religious category (Protestant, 
Catholic, Jew) were called homogamous (Hm), and others were 
called heterogamous (Ht). All girls and their three boyfriends 
Were classified into the following urbanity categories; farm or 
town less than 2500; 2500 to 10,000; 10,001 to 50,000; 50,001 to 
250,000; over 250,000 (including suburbs of large cities). Pairs in 
which both boy and girl came from the same category were 
Classified Hm; others were classified Ht on urbanity. 

For education and class, however, the operational definition 
Was different, because the significance of a girl’s coming from a 
higher educational or class category is very different from. her 
Coming from a lower one. Since men generally have higher levels 
Of education than women and since the man’s social position 
largely determines the position of the couple after marriage, 
Cases in which the boy’s educational or class category was higher 
Were classified Hm along with cases in which the categories were 
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the same. Only cases in which the girl was higher than the boy 
were classified Ht. The educational categories were: no college; 
college but no degree; a B.A. degree; work beyond a B.A. For 
class categorization, the girl was asked regarding each boy: 
‘Would you say he lives (lived) in a better or poorer neighborhood 
than you do (did at that time)?’ Cases were then classified Ht 
only if the girl said ‘poorer’, all other cases being Hm. 


Results 


The proportion of pairs which were homogamous was computed 
on each dimension for each of the three pairings. These are 
reported in Table 1. There is a clear tendency for the proportions 
Hm to decrease on urbanity and generally to increase on the other 
three dimensions as we move from first beau to second beau to 
fiancé. If we assume that all of these girls have experienced an 
increase in opportunities for interaction by going to college, these 
data may be interpreted with reference to the basic question of 
the effect of increased opportunities on patterns of homogamy- 
Evidently the general pattern is one of increased homogamy in 
spite of increased opportunities, which supports the normative 
interpretation of homogamy. Given the fact that urbanity is ап 
exception to this pattern, we would have to assume that urbanity 
is not a normatively prescribed dimension of homogamy. Thus, 
on this dimension, increased opportunities for interaction lead to 
decreased homogamy, which is in keeping with the opportunities 
interpretation of homogamy, We can only conclude from this 
initial examination of the data that the effect of increased opport- 
unities on the level of homogamy will depend on the dimension of 


Table I Proportion Homogamous by Dimension and Stage 
in Mate Selection Process* 


Stage Г Dimension 

(Boyfriend) Religion Urbanity Education Class 
First beau 0-787 (75) 0-705 (78) 0-645 (76) 0:533 (75) 
Seon beau 0-730 (74) 0-554 (74) 0-756 (78) 0-754 (57) 
iani 


0-846 (78) 0:436 (78) 0-987 (78) 0:782 (78) 


*The numbers in parentheses following each proportion are the sizes of 
the sub-groups on which the proportions were computed. 
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homogamy in question. Some will increase; others will decrease. 
We may interpret this as an indication of differential degrees 
of normative prescription of homogamy on the several dimen- 
sions. 

The second question suggested, above was: is there evidence of 
a general norm of homogamy which finds expression in homo- 
gamous choices on the several dimensions usually reported, ог 
are the several dimensions independent of each other? The fact 
that level of homogamy increased on some dimensions and 
decreased on another evidently indicates a lack of generality of 
the tendency of ‘like to choose like’, but a more refined analysis is 
even more revealing. 

One operational form of this question might be: is there a 
tendency for individuals to maintain their levels of Hm through 
the period of mate selection? It might be hypothesized, for 
instance, that the changes in proportions Hm shown in Table 1 
are due to changes by a limited number of girls (who have not 
internalized the general tendency to make homogamous choices), 
Whereas the modal pattern is to be stable in this regard. Of the 
fifty cases for which all twelve measures (four dimensions for 
three boyfriends) are available, only eight are Hm on the same 
number of dimensions for all three boyfriends, and only four of 
these are Hm on the same specific dimensions on all three. Less 

‚ than one-half are Hm on the same number of dimensions for any 
two of the three boyfriends, and less than one-fourth are Hm on 
the same specific dimensions for any two of the three boyfriends. 
If the measure of homogamy on urbanity is dropped from the 
analysis because of its deviant general pattern, substantially the 
same results occur. Using just religion, education and class, only 
eleven of the fifty cases are Hm on the same number of dimen- 
sions for all three boyfriends, and less than 60 per cent of the cases 
are Hm on the same number of dimensions for any two boy- 
friends. There is, therefore, little evidence of general stability in 
the tendency to make homogamous choices during the mate- 
Selection process. 

A second operational form of the basic question might be: is 
there a tendency for individuals, whatever degree of homogamy 
they exhibit originally, to become more homogamous as they 
Pass through the mate-selection period? This form of the question 
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recognizes that the general pattern for at least three of the 
dimensions is to exhibit a greater degree of homogamy with the 
fiancé than with either of the earlier boyfriends. It thus suggests 4 
convergence hypothesis rather than a stability hypothesis and 
implies that the tendency to make homogamous choices may be 
a constant for any individual, and yet a pattern of change may 
occur during the selection process due to the increasing serious- 
ness of the search and/or a greater range of choices. 

Perhaps the simplest way to examine the data with reference to 
this question is to note the changes in the number of dimensions 
on which the girls are Hm as we shift from first beau to second 
beau to fiancé. Although about one-third of the girls become Hm 
on more dimensions at each of these two points of comparison, 
about one-fourth become Hm on fewer dimensions at each point 
also. If we again drop the urbanity dimension from the analysis, 
we also find that about one-third of the girls become Hm on more 
dimensions at each of the two points of transition, and that again 
about one-fourth become Hm on fewer dimensions between the 
first and second beau. However; only one-tenth become Hm on 
fewer dimensions between the second beau and the fiancé. The 
inclusion of urbanity thus has an influence on the longitudinal 
pattern, but there is still no clear evidence of a pattern of increas- 
ing homogamy throughout the period. 

Each dimension was also considered separately. Throughout 
the analysis the same general pattern was found: more than one- 
third as many change from Hm to Ht as change from Ht to Hm 
at each point of transition on each dimension. The only clear 
exception to this is the transition from last beau to fiancé on the 
education dimension, since all of the girls but one are Hm with the 
fiancé on this dimension. These data, therefore, do not seem to 
fit the convergence hypothesis. Although individuals begin the 
mate-selection process at different points on a continuum of 
homogamy, and many do become more homogamous, a sizeable 
number also become less homogamous during the process.5 


5. A third operational form of the basic question regarding a general 
tendency to make homogamous choices might (аке a form such as: is there 
some systematic tendency for heterogamy, when it occurs, to occur on some 
dimensions before it occurs on others? Basically, this is simply the question 
of whether or not homogamy is a unidimensional variable. If the usual 
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The analysis thus far suggests that these dimensions are largely 
indeperdent of each other and that, if there is a ‘tendency to seek 
the пёаг and similar’, there is either considerable variation in the 
dimensions of similarity used in the search or there is consider- 
able variation in the success the girls had in finding what they 
were looking for. It suggests also that the field of eligibles is not 
50 neatly and stably defined as has been suggested and/or that it 
is defined in rather different ways by different girls. The fact that 
this sample is as homogeneous as it is makes the variations 
reported above particularly noteworthy as a basis for questioning 
the earlier simplistic conceptions of categorical definitions of the 
Population within which choices are made. 

Unless we are to accept a chaotic view of the choice process, 
however, the data and interpretations presented here provide 
additional challenge to find a basis for ordering the multiplicity 
Of patterns we have noted. We thus turn to our third question: is 
there evidence that the patterns of homogamy vary in different 
Segments of the population? | 
: Four independent variables were used to investigate variations 
in degree of homogamy: geographic mobility, social mobility, 
size of home town and occupation of father. Each of these 
variables was dichotomized. The measure of geographic mobility 
Was the number of home towns lived in during the previous ten 
years. A mobile girl is one who had lived in two or more home 
towns, and a non-mobile girl is one who had lived in only one. 
Social mobility was measured by asking the girl: ‘Is the house you 
live in now in a better or poorer neighborhood than (ће опе you’ 
lived in when you were in junior high school?’ No one said 
‘poorer’ and thus mobile girls are those who said they now live in 
better neighborhoods, and non-mobile girls are those who said 
they lived in the same level of neighborhood when in junior high 
School. A higher occupation was defined as one in the top category 
Of the Hollingshead system, and any other occupation is a lower 
a 


Guttman scale criteria are used, only the data on first beaus are at all suit- 
able for testing this hypothesis, because the proportions Hm are too high for 
the fiancé, and the proportions on the several dimensions are too similar for 
the second beau. Using the data on the first beau, the coefficient of repro- 
ducibility is only 0-881, and the coefficient of scalability is only 0-414. The 
data of this study are not an adequate basis for testing this hypothesis, 
however, and it should be considered further in future research. 
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опе. A small city is one with 50,000 or fewer persons, and a large 
city isne with more than 50,000 persons. 

Since this was viewed as a purely exploratory analysis, no 
emphasis was given to the statement and testing of hypotheses. 
However, the four variables were used in the analysis because we 
expected on a priori grounds that they would probably be related 
to level of Hm at some stage in the mate selection process. In 
general, we expected big-city girls and mobile girls to have a 
higher probability of Ht at each of the three stages. We had 
fewer reasons for expecting occupation to be a relevant variable 
(especially given the limited range of occupational levels), but we 
originally guessed that girls whose fathers had higher occupations 
would have higher Hm levels. 

The proportion of pairs which are Hm within each of these 
Categories was computed for each dimension for each of the boy- 
girl pairs. These proportions are reported in Table 2. For each of 
the four independent variables, there are twelve possible com- 
parisons — four dimensions each for three boy-girl pairs. For 
geographic mobility, all but one of these comparisons show non- 
mobile girls to be higher in proportion Hm. For social mobility, 
nine of twelve comparisons are in this same direction. Size of 
home town is not so clearly related to proportion Hm; only 
seven of the twelve comparisons show small-city girls higher in 
Proportion Hm than big-city girls. Finally, the findings with 
терага to father’s occupation proved to be almost the opposite of 
Our expectations. In seven of twelve comparisons, girls whose 
fathers have higher occupations are /ower in proportion Hm. In 
general then, girls who have been socially and geographically 
Stable, who are from small cities, and who have fathers with 
lower occupations tend to be Hm in greater proportions than 
their opposites. 

The size of the differences between sub-group proportions is 
quite variable, however. If we consider only those differences that 
are fairly Тагве,6 the picture is simplified. Thirteen of the forty- 

6. In order to have a standard definition of ‘large’, f tests were run on the 
differences between proportions, and only those differences which produced 
а t value of 1:65 or greater were defined as ‘large’. Although this is the 
Standard ¢ value for a 0-10 level of significance, a claim of statistical sig- 


nificance is not in order, since no judgements are being made about a 
Population which this sample is presumed to represent. 
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eight comparisons show such large differences. These are indi- 
cated by asterisks in Table 2.7 Five of these differences іпус!уе the 
measure of Hm on religion, four involve urbanity, and education 
and class exhibit two each. 

Geographic mobility accounts for four of the thirteen large 
differences. It is fairly consistently related to proportion Hm on 
religion and urbanity, the only exceptions (Hm on religion for 
fiancé and Hm on urbanity for second beau) also exhibiting 
sizeable differences in the same direction, Social mobility, which 
accounts for five of the sizeable differences, is also most clearly 
related to proportion Hm on religion and urbanity. Father’s 
occupation accounts for four of the thirteen large differences, 
three of them with reference to the first beau, The two most 
notable of the four are the very sizeable differences on class for 
the first beau and the fiancé, girls whose fathers have lower 
occupations having a greater proportion Hm іп both cases. Size 
of city is not clearly related to any of the homogamy dimensions. 

The most consistent correlates of Hm on religion are geo- 
graphic and social mobility. These same two variables are also 
most consistently related to Hm on urbanity, For education, 
notable differences are found only with reference to first beau, 
social mobility and father’s occupation being related at that 
point. With respect to class, only father’s occupation is related to 
proportion Hm. 

If we view these relationships longitudinally, the findings with 
respect to patterns of change are more difficult to generalize. In 
most cases, the patterns for the sub-groups parallel each other 
rather closely so that the sub-group which has a lower proportion 
Hm for the first beau also has a lower proportion Hm for the 
second beau and the fiancé. 

Although there are a number of deviations from this modal 
pattern, only two which seem to be in keeping with expectations 
derived from the earlier discussion will be noted here: (a) With 


7. Of these, five are found in measures involving the first beau, two 
involve the second beau, and four involve the fiancé. The variation in these 
numbers of large differences is at least in part due to the very small number 


of cases (fifty-seven) for whom class data are available for the second beau 
and the almost unanimous Hm 


ind | ‹ on education with fiancés. Therefore, 00 
significance is attributed to these differences, i ‘ 
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regard to the patterns of Hm on religion, the two social mobility 
sub-grqups exhibit different longitudinal shifts. The mobile sub- 
group takes a very sharp dip in proportion Hm from first to 
second beau and never returns to its original level, whereas the 
stable sub-group makes almost no dip between first and second 
beau and moves well above its dtiginal level for the fiancé. If we 
may view the move from home to college as a broadening of the 
Opportunities for contact with diverse types of people, evidently 
this has a rather different effect on socially mobile and non-mobile 
girls. The latter move toward greater homogamy on religion, the 
former toward less homogamy. This may imply a differential 
degree of internalization of the norm calling for homogamy on 
religion by these two types of girl. (b) With regard to proportion 
Hm on education, the pattern of change between first and second 
beau is noteworthy, In each of the three cases in which there is a 
sizeable difference between sub-groups for the first beau (geo- 
graphic mobility, social mobility and father’s occupation), the 
group originally having the lower proportion Him exhibits a 
dramatic increase from first to second beau and reaches a higher 
Proportion than the sub-group which was originally higher. This 
is in spite of the fact that each of the three sub-groups which were 
Originally higher also increases in proportion Hm. One might see 
this as an indication that these mobile, lower occupation girls had 
Not had. the opportunity to meet boys with high educational 
Aspirations prior to meeting the second beau, or it could also be 
that the girls’ definitions of criteria of a prospective spouse had 
changed. 

The consideration of these few independent variables has suc- 
ceeded in ordering the findings to a limited extent. The variables 
Of social and geographic mobility are rather consistently related 
to proportion Hm on religion and urbanity, and father’s occupa- 
tion is consistently related to proportion Hm on class. This sug- 
gests that both position in the social structure and the experience 
Of movement within the structure may be relevant to degree of 
homogamy in mate selection. Although the findings are much less 
Clear, these same variables seem to be related to longitudinal 
, Patterns of homogamy-heterogamy. Mobile girls especially seem 
to exhibit much more variation in degree of homogamy longi- 
tudinally. Whether these are simply chance findings cannot 
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be determined at the present time, but our knowledge of 
social structure and mobility leads us to believe that they are not. 


Discussion 


The data presented here provide evidence of a need to re- 
examine our ideas about pattern§ of homogamy and the process 
of mate selection within a field of eligibles. Not only does the 
postulation of a general ‘tendency of like to seek like’ seem 
unwarranted, one can even question the central importance of 
such a tendency at the dimension-specific level. The data reported 
here suggest that, if there is sucha dimension-specific tendency, it 
either changes through time, or other factors intrude to influence 
the degree to which it will be manifest in behaviour. 

With regard to the choice between a normative and an opport- 
unities explanation of patterns of homogamy, no simple solution 
can be offered. Clearly, however, some dimensions (e.g. educa- 
tion) follow a longitudinal pattern more in keeping with а 
normative explanation while others (e.g. urbanity) follow а 
pattern more in keeping with an opportunities explanation. The 
fact that girls whose fathers have higher occupations are more 
likely to be Ht on class is also in keeping with the opportunities 
explanation. Although the analysis with regard to the mobility 
experiences of the girls more easily fits the opportunities explana- 
tion, some of the patterns of change also suggest that there are 
different degrees of normative adherence in mobile and non- 
mobile girls. We are left, however, with the need for actual 
longitudinal measures, especially measures of internalization of 
norms of homogamy. 

The most important point to be made here, therefore, is that 
further investigation is both necessary and promising. We need to 
know more about patterns of choi 
dimensions. 


184 The Choice of a Spouse 


кы 


In short, it is necessary to explore carefully the degree to which 
the field of eligibles is a ‘field of availables’ or a ‘field of desir- 
ables’. Finally, and most generally, we must give more attention 
to the patterns of deviation from homogamy, now that we have 
established that homogamy is the mode. 
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The idea that mate selection involves a ‘propinquity factor’ is ~ 
well established in the sociology of family behavior. Evidence to 
support this idea usually takes the form of a frequency distribu- 
tion or cumulative percentages of marriages in some community, 
classified by the distance Separating bride’s residence from 
groom’s residence just prior to marriage.! Almost no attempts 
have been made, however, to fit these distributions with а 
mathematical model.2 Several hypothetical explanations for the 


regularity have been Suggested, but not in precise quantitative 
terms (Katz and Hill, 1958), 


ough, some theoretical implica- 


tions of the propinquity Pattern have been overlooked, 
а 


1. The typical Propinquity 
(1932). 

2. For а summary of the vari 
(1958). 


study has followed the pattern set by Bossard 


ous Propinquity studies, see Katz and НШ 
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Table I Distribution of a One-Month Sample of Seattle 
Marriage License Applications by Distance between 
Grodm’s Residence and Bride’s Residence* 


Number Cumulative 


Distancet of couples percentage 
Miles 0 
0-00 (о 0-49 81 19-61 
0-50{о 0:99 34 27-82 
1:0010 1-49 31 35:32 
1:50to 1-99 31 42-82 
20000 2:49 25 48-87 
25000 29923 54:44 
3:00to 3:99 42 65:14 
4:00to 4-99 30 72:40 
5:00to 5-99 25 78-45 
6:00to 7:99 30 85-71 
8:00to 9:99 21 90:79 
10:00 40 15:99 20 95:63 
16:00 апаомег , 20 100-00 


*Seattle residents only. 5 20. 
+Zone widths vary so that no zone frequency 15 less than 20, 


The prevalent normative interpretation 


Sociological literature on marriage and the family contains 
abundant references to ‘assortative mating’, and to norms of 
endogamy and exogamy. A wealth of evidence supports the con- 
Clusion that marriages are predominantly homogamous with 
Tespect to the many dimensions of population heterogeneity. In 
keeping with a prevalent assumption,> sociologists are in the 
habit of explaining this homogamy as the result of norms, The 


3. Probably most sociologists today would agree that АМЫ help to 
make human behavior predictable’. See Merrill (1957, p. 94). оте а 
farther, however. For example. Hare says ‘. + - there is no basis for овална 
interaction іп a group until some agreement is reached about Гра ш 1 
goals]’ (Hare, 1962, р. 24). In a similar vein, Landis has asserted, ‘ Without 
authority there сап be no order in human society, 1n fact, no society.... 
Without it the whims and fancies of every person or group would have free 
Teign, and group living would become impossible’ (Landis, 1956, p. 14). 
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propinquity studies, however, may indicate that the norms arise 
from the fact of homogamy rather than vice versa.4 ل‎ 

Propinquity is treated differently in different family textbooks. 
The variety of treatment Suggests some uncertainty in sociological 
thought as to the true relations, between norms and behavior. 
Fairly clear distinctions can be made among the following five 
types of response to the findings on Propinquity in mate selection. 
Each type is represented in One or more currently used textbooks 
on the family. 


Type I – Propinquity not mentioned. Some texts give no 
information on Propinquity as such, and describe mate selection 
їп terms of such factors as Oedipal Conflicts, the search for а 


parent substitute, cultural and legal influences, rules of endo- 


opportunities. 
Type Ш – 


4. It has been argued long ago that « 5 
system of morals which justified thei; trations have always had that 
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appear apprehensive that the student may find unimpressive the 
proposition that A’s probability of marrying B decreases as the 
distance between their homes increases.5 Obviousness is somehow 
assumed to be inversely correlated with importance. 

Type V — propinquity as accounting for homogamy. Few, if 
any, textbooks go quite this far, though some hint at this con- 
Clusion.6 

Some texts mention the tendency to marry someone living 
Near by as a special case of the tendency for like to marry like.7 
Example: ‘Residential propinquity is an ecological form of 
homogamy’ (Winch, McGinnis and Barringer, 1962, p. 471). To 
say that it is a ‘form’ of homogamy is not the same as saying 
either that it is a cause or that it is a result of homogamy. Kirk- 
Patrick avoids the very term ‘propinquity’, and refers instead to 
‘locality homogamy’, meaning ‘similarity in location of residence 
Prior to marriage’.8 This seems almost a reversal of the usual 
drive to convert qualitative variables into quantitative ones. 

Types I through V roughly constitute a scale of the causal 
importance attributed to propinquity, running from least to most. 
The notion of ‘locality homogamy’ is ambiguous with regard to 
this scale. Depending on interpretation, authors using such 
Phrases might have intended something like either Type П or 
Type V, or they might even have in mind a legitimate combination 


_ Of the two, where propinquity and homogamy are conceived as 


mutually interdependent. | 
5. Such apologies appear in Winch (1963, р. 322) and Burgess, Locke and 
Thomes (1963, р. 253). б 
6. For example, Kephart (1961, pp. 268-70) attempts to determine 
whether divorce is less likely among propinquitous marriages (as among 
homogamous marriages) than among others. See especially the reasoning 
On р. 269. Nel 
7. See, for example, Bell (1963, pp. 132-3). Though he says it is not 
Strictly а category of endogamy, Bell includes propinquity in his discussion 
of endogamy because ‘it refers to “like marrying like” ’. He also notes that 
itstates the obvious. ..”. к 
8. Kirkpatrick (1963, pp. 418-19). Kirkpatrick does not indicate that 
locality homogamy might account for other dimensions of homogamy, but 
© Says: ‘Katz and Hill are not content with the mere facts but attempt to 
find an explanation in terms of the probability of interaction in relation to 
Opportunities of interaction at a given distance in turn related to intervening 
Opportunities,’ This suggests that locality homogamy needs to be explained 
Tather than used to explain other aspects of homogamy. 


W. В. Catton апа В. J. Smircich 189 


The lack of consensus among sociologists as to the role of pro- 
pinquity is interesting. Without proof that our interpretation is 
correct, it may nevertheless be instructive to suggest that this lack 
of consensus arises from the conflicting commitments incumbent 
upon all sociologists. Presumably committed to a concern for 
empirical fact, sociologists also happen to be committed to the 
prediction and explanation of behavior in terms of norms. 
Conflict between these two commitments is not apparent to most 
of us. But so far we have not fully reconciled the facts of propin- 
quitous mate selection with theories attributing causal influence 
chiefly to folkways and mores. If we are unable to decide whether 
homogamy explains propinquity, or explains it away, ог is 
explained by it, and if we are tempted by the conclusion that 
homogamy and propinquity are mutually reinforcing, we owe it 
to scientific clarity at least to take this position explicitly rather 


than adopt it inadvertently by resorting to ambiguous or vague 
terminology. 


The distance gradient for marriage rates 


The usual propinquity study overlooks the fact that for a given 
groom more potential brides generally reside at a greater distance 
from his residence than at a lesser distance — as a manifestation of 
a simple geometric principle. That is, for concentric zones of 
constant width, the area of the zone will increase in direct pro- 
portion with increases in the radius of the zone’s inner boundary. 
If the population of potential brides were evenly distributed over 
the land, then the number of potential brides residing at a given 
distance from a given groom would vary directly with that 
distance. In such circumstances, even a rectangular distribution 
of actual marriages by distance would indicate a propinquity 
factor in mate selection, since this distribution would involve 
diminishing marriage rates with increasing distance. The ob- 
served decrease in the number of marriages as distance increases, 
then, implies an even more powerful effect of the propinquity 
factor than has been Supposed. Since the number of potentially 
available brides would not remain constant but actually would 
increase with distance, marriage rates should show an even 


steeper distance gradient than is apparent in the usual frequency 
or percentage table. 
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“concealed by our combining zones to mai 


+ There were 176 couples in which both bride 


In real communities, of course, brides are not evenly distri- 
buted in space, any more than are other categories of population. 
Moreover, cities have edges, which further limits the applicability 
of this simple geometric principle. For Seattle in particular, the 
shape of the city is quite irregylar, and therefore it cannot be 
assumed that the number of potential brides available is a 
simple linear function of distance. 

From marriage license data, however, it is possible to get an 
empirical estimate of the mean number of potential brides avail- 
able at various distances from each groom. In our sample of 
Seattle marriages, the addresses given in the marriage license 
applications for August 1961 were plotted on a city map, and the 
frequency distribution given in Table 1 was compiled. Then the 
тар was photographed. A transparent overlay was made, with 
concentric circles at one-half scale mile intervals. For each of the 
413 grooms in turn, this overlay was centered on his residence 
(on the photograph) and a frequency distribution of brides by 
half-mile concentric zones was tabulated. These 413 frequency 
distributions were added together and the mean number of 
brides available at each distance was computed. 

Table 2 (column 1) shows that up to a distance of about four 
miles the mean number of brides in the sample residing a given 
distance from a sample groom tends to increase with distance (as 
the simple geometric model implied). Beyond four miles this 
number begins to decline again, although this decline is partially 
ntain adequate mar- 
riage frequencies at the larger distances. The decline may be 
attributed to an ‘edge effect” — the fact that our sample was 
limited to residents of Seattle.’ This arbitrary limitation does not 


9. A number of non-residents took out marriage licenses in Seattle during 


the sample period. There were fourteen couples in which one or both 


Partners omitted the address and could not be included in our sample. 
and groom gave a non-Seattle 


n was listed by both bride and 
е suburb), so only a minority 
In another 256 couples, one 


address; in the majority of these the same tow! 
eon (in many instances it was some Seattl 
‘present clear! У inquitous marriages- 
Partner gave a Sante аз апа the other a non-Seattle address. Of these, 
167 involved Seattle brides and non-Seattle grooms, compared with eighty- 
Nine involving Seattle grooms and non-Seattle brides. About half of the ap- 
Parently non-Seattle grooms were servicemen, who might have been either 
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greatly distort reality, however, as the markedly lower population 
densitysof the open country outside the city would produce such 
an ‘edge effect’ anyway. 

Comparison of the first and second columns of Table 2 shows 
that frequency of marriage by zones tends to decrease with 
increasing distance in spite of this pattern of distribution of 
available brides by distance. In the third column each zone’s 
Marriage rate is given. These rates decrease monotonically as 
distance increases. Moreover, they fall away sharply from the 
initial high figure for the innermost zone. Even if we were to 
regard as spurious every one of the forty-five cases in which 
the same address was given by both bride and groom, and 
exclude these from our sample, the rate in the first half mile would 
still be 17-16, which is over twice the rate for the second half 
mile, 

Thus, the probability that a given groom will marry a given 
Potential bride decreases as-the distance between their premarital 
residences increases — the decrease being very rapid at first but 
diminishing as distance increases. The effect is stronger than 
might be supposed if analysis were carried no farther than cal- 
culation of cumulative percentages as in Table 1. 


The intervening opportunities model 

_ Years ago, Stouffer suggested that his hypothesis of intervening 
Opportunities, which he proposed as а migration model, might 
‘illuminate’ the relation between residential propinquity and 
mate selection (Stouffer, 1940, р. 867). His hypothesis states that 
“the number of persons going a given distance is directly pro- 
Portional to the number of opportunities at that distance and 
inversely proportional to the number of intervening opportuni- 
ties’ (p, 846). Rephrased to apply to mate selection, it might read 
as follows: the number of marriages to persons who resided 
a given distance away just prior to marriage 15 directly 


ea и spe . б 
Of Seattle origin or ‘residing’ in Seattle under military auspices at the time. 


hus, although as many couples were excluded from the ре by nons 
Cattle residence as were included within it, they hardly refute the principle 
Of propinquitous mate selection. Neither the present sudy nor any previous 
Propinquity study denies that occupational or education propinquity, etc, 


May be as important as residential propinquity. 
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proportional to the number of potential spouses residing at 
that distance and inversely proportional to the number residing 
at shorter distances.19 

The fourth column of Table 2 gives these opportunity ratios, 
computed from the data in the first column, and the fifth column 
gives marriage frequencies proportional to these ratios, as 
expected by the Stouffer model. (No opportunity ratio, and 
hence no expected frequency, can be calculated for the innermost 
zone.) The discrepancies between the observed data and the 
model are not random. When each observed frequency is divided 
by the corresponding expected frequency, there is a marked 
tendency for the quotient to increase with distance. In other 
words, the intervening opportunities hypothesis underestimates 
the number of marriages that occur at the greater distances. It 
exaggerates the steepness of the distance gradient. 


The inverse distance model 


Bassett has suggested that Stouffer's model could be improved by 
applying the intervening Opportunities hypothesis to perceived 
rather than actual opportunities (Bassett, 1954, p. 246). It has 
also been suggested that the probability of marrying a given 
person varies with opportunities for intimate interaction, and 
those opportunities in turn vary inversely with distance (Katz and 
Hill, 1958, р. 31). Thus a potential bride may have less potential 
as her remoteness from a given groom increases, regardless of 
intervening brides. A simple modification of Zipf’s P, P2/ D model 
describes this pattern. According to Zipf’s (1946) model, the 
amount of interaction between two social entities is proportional 
to the product of their populations and inversely proportional to , 
the intervening distance. That is, I = kP, Р/р. But this could be 
rewritten: I/P; = kP2/D. Where P; is a sample of grooms and P2 
is the corresponding sample of brides, this equation would 
stipulate that the percentage of grooms marrying brides residing 
at a given distance is proportional to the number of brides at that 
distance and inversely proportional to the distance. This differs 


10. A similar formulation in sociometric terms reads: ‘The number of 
Persons In a group, т, choosing another group, n, varies directly with the 


attraction of л and inversely with the sum of intervening attractions.’ See 
Bassett (1954, p. 246). 
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from the Stouffer model only in substituting intervening distance 
for intervening opportunities. 

TRe sixth column of Table 2 gives the median distance for each 
of the zones, i.e. the distance that bisects the zone into inner and 
outer halves of equal area and (approximately) equal population. 
The seventh column gives the ratios of the means in column one 
and these distances. Proportional to these ratios, the zone 
marriage frequencies expected by the Zipf model are in the eighth 
column. No expected frequency can be calculated for the open- 
ended outermost zone, since no exact median distance can be 
specified. Both the first and last zones were therefore ignored in 
computing coefficients of agreement between expected and 
observed marriage frequencies. For the Zipf model, the co- 
efficient of agreement is 0-93, compared with 0-60 for the 
Stouffer model, and the ratios of observed frequencies to expected 
frequencies are more nearly constant for the Zipf model. 

Though not included in our computation of the agreement co- 
efficient, an expected frequency for the open-ended outermost 
zone was obtained from the Stouffer model. It is only one-tenth 
the observed frequency. Similarly, an expected frequency for the 
innermost zone (not used in computing the agreement coefficient) 
was obtained from the Zipf model. It is a little more than one- 
half the observed frequency. Moreover, had we excluded from 
Our sample the forty-five couples who gave the same address for 
bride and groom, this disproportion for the first zone would have | 


been negligible.11 


11. These couples might reasonably be excluded on grounds that one 
member actually was not a resident of Seattle. The disproportion for the 
first zone would similarly disappear if we assumed that these forty-five 
Couples had given their anticipated address rather than their actual pre- 
Marital addresses, and that the latter were distributed among the various 
Zones in proportion to the rest of the sample. Of course, some of them may 
actually have had the same street address because they were neighbors in 
the same apartment building. If we assumed that these forty-five couples 
Were illicitly cohabiting prior to marriage, then the relevant distance data 
Should have been derived from their pre-cohabitation addresses; these are 
not known but could be expected to have been distributed in proportion to 
the rest of the sample. 

Exclusion of some or all of the forty-five couples as ‘spurious’ on any of 
the grounds mentioned above would have tended to enlarge the ratios in 
column four of Table 2, affecting the ratios for the inner zones most 
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These results tentatively suggest, then, that the effect of pro- 
pinquity on mate selection can be quantitatively described by 
Zipf’s P, P2/D model. In addition, Stouffer’s attempt to provide a 
theoretical explanation for the occurrence of distance gradients in 
human interaction apparently requires further elucidation. Re- 
phrased to apply to mate selection, his model took a very 
plausible form; yet it did not fit the data. Why not? 

In this connexion, note that in the simple case where popula- 
tion is assumed to be evenly distributed over a plane, with no 
edges, the number of intervening opportunities would increase 
in proportion to the square of the distance. In the limiting case, 
then, the two models differ only in the exponent assigned to the 
distance factor: Zipf’s model relates marriage frequencies to the 
inverse first power of intervening distance, while Stouffer’s model 
would relate them to the inverse second power of distance. Neither 
of these models says anything about normative aspects of mate 
selection, though. The ‘norm interaction’ theory proposed by 
Katz and Hill Suggests that normative selectivity in marrying is 
compounded with spatial (or Opportunity) selectivity. To the 
extent that ethnic, religious, class and other social differences 
tend to be reflected in residential segregation, the Katz—Hill 
theory implies that mate selection should exhibit a distance 
gradient as a function of intervening opportunities and as a 
function of residential segregation. Thus, the Katz-Hill model 
requires a distance exponent at least as high or higher than that 
involved in the intervening Opportunities model, But our data 
fit even the intervening Opportunities model less closely than they 
fit the simple P; P2/D model, and would therefore depart still 


farther from the kind of pattern predicted by the Katz-Hill 
“norm interaction’ theory. 


Implications and interpretations 


Distance gradients in patterns of human interaction may be 
plausibly interpreted as representing economy of time and 
energy, rather than either competition between distant and inter- 
strongly because the denominator would have been reduced proportionately 
more than for the more distant zones. Thus, exclusion of such couples from 


the sample would have further reduced the agreement between the Stouffer 
model and the observed marriage frequencies. 
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vening opportunities, or response to norms reflected in ecological 
segregation. This is not to say that human beings always econo- 
mize with regard to time and energy in all their interactions. But 
since marriage rates seem to decline more nearly as a function of 
distance than as a function of intervening opportunities, we may 
infer than the number of meaningful ‘opportunities’ for a person 
seeking a mate may be quite small. As the array of potential 
spouses physically present in the environment increases beyond a 
small number, the additional ones do not really constitute 
additional ‘degrees of freedom’ in mate selection. The average 
person, no matter how many potential spouses may be ‘available? 
to him in terms of physical location and normative considera- 
tions of exogamy and endogamy, can be intimately acquainted 
with only a few of them. The probability that a given person of 
the opposite sex will be included in that small number apparently 
depends on the time and energy costs of crossing the intervening 
distance to engage in interaction rather than on intervening 
Opportunities to interact with other similar persons. ғ 

But what about normative pressures? These may be less 
important than sociologists have supposed, and cultural vari- 
ability with respect to marriage mores may be less significant 
than it seems, American students, taking a course in marriage and 
the family, sometimes react ethnocentrically when they learn of 

‚ such exotic mate selection practices as go-betweens, family- 
arranged marriages, etc. On the other hand, the sociologist may 
Sometimes overemphasize the cultural relativity of marriage 
horms by exaggerating the extent of cultural variability. Taking 
arranged marriage as one extreme and the American image of 
unrestricted individualism and romantic love as the other 
extreme, the range of variation in degrees of freedom in mate 
selection appears to be from one to infinity. The propinquity 
Studies suggest that the actual range from one cultural extreme to 
the other may be only from one to about half a dozen or so. 

As to the five scaled types of textbook interpretation of pro- 
Pinquity in mate selection, our findings suggest that Type V merits 
More serious consideration than it has heretofore received. It is 
Possible that propinquity produces a substantial degree of 
homogamy, and that the familiarity of homogamous marriages 
gives rise to homogamy norms. The inference that non- 
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homogamous marriages are rare because they are taboo may be 
less accurate than the inference that the taboos are enforceable 
precisely because the non-homogamous marriages are rare. At a 
still higher level of abstraction, we might say that a norm (in any 
realm) is enforceable only to the extent that it prescribes behavior 
which is likely for other reasons and prohibits behavior which is 
unlikely for other reasons. We suggest that these are fundamental 


notions to which sociological research should be specifically 
addressed. 
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Need Complementarity Reassessed 


К. F. Winch, ‘Another look at the theory of complementary needs in 
mate selection’, Journal of Marriage and Family, yol. 29, 1967, pp. 756-62. 


Introduction 


The purpose of this paper is to review the theory of comple- 
mentary needs in mate selection and to indicate the direction in 
which the theory has recently been developing. 

From 1954 through 1958 the writer and his associates pub- 
lished several papers and a book on the theory of complementary 
needs in mate selection.! Very simply, the theory: begins with the 
observation that in the United States mate selection has been 
shown to be largely homogamous with respect to age, race, 
religion, social class, education, location of previous residence 
and previous marital status. It has been proposed that these 
Variables define for each individual a field of eligible spouse- 
candidates and that there remains the task of accounting for mate 
selection within the field of eligibles. Toward this objective the 
theory of complementary needs offers the following hypothesis: 
in mate selection each individual seeks within his or her field of 
eligibles for that person who gives the greatest promise of pro- 
viding him or her with maximum need gratification. 


The original test of the theory 


In 1950, twenty-five young married couples served as test subjects 
for the theory. At the time of testing, one or both members of each 
couple were undergraduate students. In 1950 a considerable 


1. The theory and the immediately relevant data were presented in & 
series of three articles in the American Sociological Review: Winch, Ktsanes 
and Ktsanes (1954) and Winch (1955a and b). Further consideration of the 
data by means of multivariate analysis appears in Ktsanes (1955) and 
Winch, Ktsanes and Ktsanes (1955). In addition there were two articles оп. 
methodological features of the study: Winch and More (1956a and b). The 
most general treatment of the theory appears in Winch (1958). 
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number of veterans of the Second World War were still com- 
pleting their education, and a considerable number of the hus- 
bands in this study were veterans. An effort was made to obtain 
Couples as soon after marriage as possible.2 No couple had been 
married more than two years; the median couple had been 
married for one. At the time of being interviewed no couple had 
children. 

The data-gathering procedure employed two interviews and a 
Projective test. The main interview (called a ‘need interview’) was 
based on nearly fifty open-ended questions. Each question was 
designed to elicit information on the intensity of one of the needs 
Or traits, i.e. to give an indication as to the strength of the need in 
the person being interviewed and the manner in which that person 
went about obtaining gratification for the need or expressing the 
trait. For example, to elicit information about the subject’s 
hostile need (n Hos), he was asked the following: 


Let us suppose that you have entered a crowded restaurant, have 
Stepped in line, have waited your turn, and presently someone enters 
and steps in front of you in line. What would you do? Has this ever 
happened to you? When was the last time this happened? Tell me 
about it, 


A second interview sought to uncover the subject’s perceptions 
Concerning the salient relationships in his life and how he saw 
these as being related to his psychic and social development. In 
Particular, he was asked to recount from his earliest memories the 
history of his relationships with his parents and siblings, as well 
as those in school and peer group, The third procedure was an 
abridged (ten-card) version of the Thematic Apperception Test, 
Wherein a person is presented with a somewhat ambiguous 
Picture concerning which he is asked to tell a story. 

2. That is, the decision was made (a) to study only those who had already 
Selected mates and (b) those who had selected their mates as recently as 
Possible, With respect to criterion (a), it was reasoned that among dating 
and even engaged couples there would be some who would not marry and at 
least some of these broken relationships would result from non- 
Complementariness of needs. With respect to criterion (b), it was not 
assumed that a couple would necesarily remain complementary all their 
lives; changes in their roles, especially in their occupational and familial 
Toles might modify their need-patterns with the consequence that they would 


Оше less complementary. 
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From each of these three sets of information a separate set of 
ratings was developed. For each instrument at least two: raters 
were employed. 

The theory was interpreted as predicting two types of com- 
plementariness: 

Type I: The same need is gratified in both person A and person 
B but at very different levels of intensity. A negative interspousal 
correlation is hypothesized. For example, it is hypothesized that 
if one spouse is highly dominant, the other will be very low on 
that need. 

Type П: Different needs are gratified іп A and В. The inter- 
spousal correlation may be hypothesized to be either positive or 
negative, contingent upon the pair of needs involved. For 
example, it is hypothesized that if one spouse is highly nurturant, 
the other will be found to be high on the succorant (or dependent) 
need. 

Statistical analysis of the results came out in the hypothesized 
direction, and the data were interpreted as providing adequate, 
though not overwhelming, support for the theory of complemen- 
tary needs in mate selection3 

Qualitative analysis of the same fifty persons suggested that 
there were two principal psychological dimensions underlying the 
various needs: (a) nurturance-receptivity, or a disposition to give 
versus a disposition to receive, and (b) dominance-submissive- 


ness. On the basis of these dimensions, the following types of 
complementariness were induced: 


Dominant-submissive Nurturant-receptive dimension 


dimension 
Husband nurturant, Husband receptive, 
wife receptive wife nurturant 
Husband dominant, 
wife submissive Ibsenian* Master-servant-girl 
Husband submissive, 
wife dominant Тһигбегіапў Mother-son 


*After A Doll’s House. 


After James Thurber’s conception of the relation (battle?) between the 
sexes. 


3. See the first three papers listed in footnote 1. 
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Subsequent effort by others to test the theory 

Unfortunately no one has ever replicated the original study. For 
a time the literature bristled with articles purporting to be tests of 
the theory, and it seemed that the more categorical the claims of 
the authors in this regard, the, less directly their results actually 
bore on the theory. 

There is one probably very significant difference between the 
original study and all subsequent studies of complementary 
needs in mate selection of which the author is aware. In the 
original study each test subject was interviewed about his need 
pattern and then his answers were assessed by two or more 
trained analysts, whereas all subsequent studies of which the 
author is aware used some paper-and-pencil test in which the 
Subject assessed himself. Some critics of the original study have 
made the seemingly absurd observation that the analysts on the 
mate selection study were probably more subjective in their 
ratings (and hence less valid) than would have been the subjects 
themselves, How can it be reasoned that the analysts would be 
More concerned whether Subject 17, whom they did not know, 
Was rated high or low on need dominance, say, than Subject 17 
himself? It is this author’s view that the frequently observed 
disposition of test subjects (like human beings generally) to 
Portray themselves in a favorable light biases their responses. 

In 1954 Allen Edwards published the Personal Preference 
Schedule (Р.Р.5.), a paper-and-pencil test designed to measure 
fifteen of the needs that had been postulated and nominally 
defined by Murray. By name ten of the fifteen needs in the P.P.S. 
Were similar with or cognate to those used in the Winch study. 
Presumably this fact encouraged a considerable number of social 
Scientists to think that an easy way to duplicate the Winch study 
was to use the Р.Р.5. The fact is that no evidence was presented to 
show that the Edwards test was valid either by means of a 
behavioral or a peer-rating criterion. Undaunted by this fact, a 
Very considerable number of studies have purported to have 
tested the theory of complementary needs by means of the P.P.S. 

Other ways in which subsequent studies have failed to be true 
Teplications include: extraneous variables (when all of the 
Variables of the P.P.S. are used, more than half of the resulting 
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matrix of correlations involves variables not even proposed by 
name in the original study), incomplete concept of comple- 
mentariness (a good many studies have ignored what is aesig- 
nated above as Type П complementariness), and inappropriate 
subjects (instead of a sample of newly-married couples selected in 
order to have complementariness at its presumed maximum, 
various studies used dating couples, couples married ten to thirty 
years, couples belonging to one unspecified church, and couples 
selected in such a way that they could be called only a ‘grab’ 
sample). 

Perhaps one should expect that if the theory were a really good 
one, then even with poor samples and even with a very question- 
able instrument the results should support the theory. In the 
original study, the support was visible though not overwhelmingly 
strong. In the subsequent studies, the general result was to show 
no correlation between members of couples and such correlation 


as did appear was more often in the direction of similarity than of 
complementarity. 


Criticisms of the theory 


Several thoughtful critiques of the theory have been published. 
Irving Rosow is the author of the first of these to come to this 
writer’s attention (Rosow, 1957). Beginning with the observation 
that the theory had applicability to other social groups as well as 
to marital dyads, Rosow went on to point out that Winch’s 
Statement of the theory did not make clear at what level the 
needs were hypothesized to be functioning, і.е. whether at the 
overt or behavioral level or at some covert or perhaps even 
unconscious level, The locus of gratification he saw as another 
problem; by this is meant the question of what happens to the 
expression of a need within the marriage if the person is obtaining 
gratification of that need outside the marriage, or if the gratifica- 
tion of that need is being frustrated outside the marriage, Perhaps 
Rosow’s most important criticism of the theory is that it does not 
provide criteria for determining which needs are comple- 
mentary; a further difficulty, he says, is that in many cases 
similarity of need may be as compatible and as functional 25 
complementarity. 


4. An example of such an application is Moos and Speisman (1962). 
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Levinger (1964) has proposed some remedies for the difficulties 
posed фу Rosow. The former writer has suggested an operation 
that*he believes removes the conceptual ambiguity between com- 
plementarity and similarity of needs. He advocates having the 
testing procedure concentrate оп gratification derived from within 
the marital relationship in order to remove the problem about 
the locus of gratification, and he sees the formulation of needs by 
Schutz (1958) as clarifying the idea of complementarity by 
offering the more limited idea of compatibility. Another pro- 
Posal, about which more will be said below, is that of Tharp 
(1964), who advocates substituting the sociological concept of 
role for the psychological concept of need. 


Development bearing on a reformulation of the theory 


Two studies have contributed to the development and refinement 
of the theory of complementary needs. Kerckhoff and Davis 
(1962) have studied a sample of undergraduates who were 
‘engaged, pinned or “seriously attached”’, and concluded that 
there was a sequence of filtering factors such that first individuals 
Sort out each other by characteristics of social background 
(social class, religion, etc.), later by consensus on familial values 
(place in the community, having healthy and happy children, 
etc.), and still later by need complementarity.* It is perhaps worth 
Noting that this is the first time the theory of complementary 
Needs received support from a study using a paper-and-pencil 
test; that test was not the Edwards P.P.S, but Schutz’s FIR O-B, 
each scale of which deals with the desire of the respondent to act 
toward others with respect to inclusion, control and affection and 
also to have the others act towards him with respect to the same 
three variables. ! 

A very interesting development comes from an application of 
the theory of complementary needs in a context other than that 
Of mate selection. Bermann (1966) has been studying the stability 
Of dyadic relationships among female students at the University of 


5. The idea of a sequence of selective procedures is Present in the earlier 
formulations of the field of eligibles and of homogamy with respect to 
interests and attitudes. Kerckhoff and Davis have provided empirical 
Support for the proposition that such a sequence exists and have proposed 
the useful term ‘filtering’ to denote the process. 
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Michigan. He dealt with three categories of undergraduate 
women: student nurses, women residents of а coopérative 
house and residents of a sorority house. He determined that 
membership in each category involved a set of norms distinctive 
from each of the others. That is, his investigation revealed that a 
nursing student is expected to be friendly, gregarious, affiliative, 
abasing, to suppress concern about any bodily ailments she might 
experience, and to be low on dependent needs as well as needs for 
recognition. This set of norms may be regarded as defining part of 
the role of the student nurse. Normative traits contributing to а 
definition of the role of the resident of the cooperative house 
were that she should be politically progressive and active, 
rebellious, sorority-shunning, avoid the constraints of conven- 
tional dormitories, and be a member of a religious or ethic 
minority, of urban residence, highly intellectual, achieving, 
autonomous, non-deferent, aggressive, non-abasing and indi- 
vidualistic. The only norm Bermann lists as pertaining to the role 
of the sorority girl is that of emitting highly dominant behavior. 

Bermann reports on a study of forty-four pairs of room mates 
in a dormitory for nursing students, Of these, twenty-two pairs 
were rated by themselves and by peers as highly stable pairs, 
whereas the other twenty-two were rated as being of low stability. 
As in Winch’s study, interviews provided the basis for assessing 
the needs of the subjects; the questions designed to elicit data 
about needs were open ended. The protocols of the interviews 
were coded for nine needs: dominance, deference, exhibition, 
aggression, abasement, nurturance, succorance, achievement and 
affiliation. ' 

Вегтапп sought to predict the stability of pairs of room mates 
on the basis of the relationship between the pattern of needs of 
one girl in each pair to the pattern of her room mate. To do this, 
he used role theory and the theory of complementary needs tO 
generate competing hypotheses. Using role theory, he reasoned 
that if both room mates were close to the ideal specified by the 
appropriate set of norms — in the case of student nurses, if both 
were friendly, abasing, etc. — each would serve the other as an 
object of identification with a resulting solidarity that would bind 
the two room mates into a stable relationship. From this reason” 
ing he inferred, e.g., that, if both should be low on the need tO 
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dominate, the pair should be stable (since low dominance was 
found Хо be an element in the definition of the role of student 
nurse). Using the theory of complementary needs, however, 
Bermann reasoned, as was done in Winch’s study of tate 
Selection, that a more solidary „relationship should exist where 
one was high and the other low on dominance (Type I сот- 
Plementariness).6 More formally, Bermann hypothesized (a) that 
Compatibility with respect to role is predictive of stability, (b) 
that complementariness of needs is predictive of stability, and 
(c) that both of these predictors considered together predict 
Stability better than either does when taken separately. Generally, 
Bermann’s data supported all of these propositions. Need com- 
Plementarity predicted stability, but role compatibility predicted 
it better. Bermann’s index of total compatibility, which is a 
Combination of need complementarity and role compatibility, 
was the most effective predictor of stability. 


Some thoughts on a reformulation of the theory 

The theory of complementary needs is a psychological theory in 
that it refers to the actor’s personality, conceived as the organiza- 
tion of a set of needs and traits. Role theory is a sociological 
theory in that its referent is a role, which is the product of the 
Consensus of some collectivity. What Bermann has done is to 
Show that the psychological plus the sociological theory is better 
than either of these standing alone.? 


Before attempting to integrate the significance of these 
findings and formulations, it may be useful to distinguish a bit 
More explicitly between role and personality. Very simply, the 
distinction is seen as follows. Role directs our attention to 
behaviors and attitudes that are appropriate to a situation, 
‘respective of the actor, whereas personality directs our attention 


б. It may be recalled that Rosow had made the point that the theory of 
complementary needs might be generalizable beyond the marital dyad, a 
Point made also by Winch (1958, рр. 305-9). | 

7. Students of social thought may note that this outcome seems prag- 
Matically to give the Пе to the stricture of Durkheim to the effect that the 
Explanation of a ‘social fact’ must be another social fact, or in our language, 

at it is intellectually illegitimate and logically indefensible to combine the 
two levels of explanation (psychological and sociological) in a single 


Problem, Cf, Durkheim (1938). 
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to behaviors and attitudes that are characteristic of the actor, 
irrespective of the situation. As Bermann has shown, Бой role 
and personality may be stated in terms of needs. 

How can Bermann’s results, obtained from studying pairs of 
girls rooming together, bear on the marital dyad? In the general 
statement of the theory of complementary needs, the sex of the 
actor is not significant; the gender of the actor became significant 
in Winch’s study because he placed the test of the theory in the 
context of mate selection. 

This writer would argue that the theoretically significant 
feature is not whether the members of the dyad are of the same ог 
different sexes but whether their roles are or are not differentiated. 
The student nurses were enacting identical roles; there is always 
some difference between the familial roles of men and women 
because of the fact that women bear and nurse children. The 
degree to which roles of the sexes are differentiated beyond this 
inescapable consideration varies from one societal and cultural 
context to another. Elsewhere the present writer has argued that 
the degree of differentiation of sex roles varies inversely with the 
use of non-human power (Winch, 1963, pp. 399-401). 

Beyond the point of initial attraction, at which differences 
between the sexes tend to be emphasized,’ the Kerckhoff-Davis 
study shows that during the filtering process prospective mates 
are selecting each other as they find that they participate in the 
same subculture. After that, according to Kerckhoff and Davis, 
selection occurs on the basis of complementarity. But is this 
complementarity of personality or of role or of both? 

Before trying to answer the foregoing question, the writer must 
pause for a slight detour. It has been noted above that the study 
of complementary needs concluded with the proposal that thet? 
were two underlying dimensions of complementariness: пш“ 
turance-receptiyity and dominance-submissiveness. Subseque? 
reflection leads the writer to the view that those same data 
revealed a third dimension that was not quite as well determine 
as the other two but seems, nevertheless, to be conceptually dis- 
tinct from them. This dimension may be called ‘achievement 

8. The qualifying phrase ‘tend to” seems warranted by the fad of self 


presentation during the latter 1960s in a manner that seems to minimize 
„such differences. 
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Vicariousness’. In the theory of complementary needs, it will be 
recalled? it makes no difference which spouse is high on needs 
Pertaining to which end of any of these three dimensions — if one 
spouse is high on one, e.g. nurturance, the other spouse is 
Predicted to be low on that need.and to be high on its comple- 
ment, in this case, receptivity.’ 

As we try to incorporate role theory into the above formulation, 
the first question is whether or not any of these variables enters 
into the specification of the role of husband or of wife. If so, what 
bearing would this have? It seems justified to assert that the tradi- 
tional public image of the husband-father in the American 
middle class represents him as the dominant member of the family 
and as being strongly oriented to achievement. The wife-mother 
is traditionally portrayed as nurturant but as having the children 
as the objects of her nurturance; also she is traditionally seen as 
deriving vicarious gratification from the achievements of her 
husband, 

If these statements of role-specification are correct (or to the 
extent that they are correct), it does follow that the variables of 
Winch’s study of mate selection can be related to roles that are 
familial, including marital. At this point it is useful to recall that 
Toles, through what Gross, Mason and McEachern (1964) call the 
“norm-senders’, put a strain on personality to conform to the 
SPecifications of the roles. To the extent that one sees that one’s 
Need pattern (personality) is consistent with present and prospec- 
tive roles, one can feel comfortable and adjusted. But where 
Personality is inconsistent with role(s) — e.g. the succorant or 
Submissive or non-achievement-oriented husband – there is room 
for Tegarding oneself a misfit and for developing intrapsychic 


9. Actually, the name used to designate the need is ‘succorance’. In 
Table 7 of Winch (1958, p. 125) evidence of Type land Type п complemen- 
tariness for these dimensions may be noted for the following pairs of var- 
lables: nurturance and succorance (the nurturance-receptivity dimension); 
dominance and abasement (the dominance-submissiveness dimen- 
Sion); and achievement and vicariousness (the achievement-vicariousness 

mension). Of the 12 cells (3 dimensions x 2 variables ineach dimension x 

Spouses) referred to in that table, there is only one cell that fails to support 
the theory: with respect to the interspousal correlation on the traits of 
Vicariousness, the data’ show no relationship instead of the predicted 
Regative correlation. 
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conflict. Placed in the present context, the Bermann study suggests 
a hypothesis: х 


А pair of spouses who are attracted to each other оп the basis of 
complementary needs will be a less stable pair if the complementariness 
is counter to role-specification than if it is consistent with role- 
specification. 


The point here is that, where personality and role are mutually 
consistent, this state of affairs should not generate intrapsychic 
conflict, while the pair of actors should find that their relationship 
is given normative support. On the other hand, where personality 
is in conflict with role, each actor is put in a situation to suffer 
intrapsychic conflict (unless each accepts a self-definition as 2 
deviant) and the marital relationship is open to criticism ОП 
normative grounds. 

Perhaps an example is in order. Let us assume there are tw 
persons, A and B, ina dyadic relationship. A is high on dominance 
and low on submissiveness; В has the opposite need pattern. Аб, 
this point we do not specify which is male, which is female. 
With respect to needs they are complementary on this dimension. 
Accordingly, the theory of complementary needs predicts they are 
more likely to select each other as mates than a pair in whic 
both are dominant or both are submissive. (And of course the 
theory of complementary needs purports to predict only mat? 
selection, not marital happiness nor marital stability.) with 
respect to role what is the situation? If we are given the informa- 
tion that they are members of a society wherein the male role İS 
defined as dominant and the female role submissive, then we 210 
part of the way home. If, in addition, we learn that A is the male 
and B the female, we conclude that their need-complementariness 
оп the dominance-submissiveness dimension is consistent Wi 
their role-specifications. Then, on the basis of the hypothesi 
derived from the Bermann study, we might predict that this re!” 
tionship would be a relatively stable опе. Of course if we were 
told that B was the man and A the woman, the prediction about 
their being attracted to each other would still stand but the pier 
diction about the stability of their marriage would bereversed: 


т РЕКЕ а 0 
10. In practice, such a prediction would have to be made contingent ا‎ 
the pair having an opportunity to get well acquainted. It appears tl 
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This case has been over-simplified for heuristic purposes; one 
Would nôt be justified in predicting either mate selection or mari- 
tal stability on only this narrow view of the two parties. 

The next step in the prediction of mate selection and marital 
Stability would seem to be the further analysis of marital and other 
familial roles. It is not clear whether or not it is desirable to con- 
tinue working with the needs and traits used by Winch and by 
Bermann. The latter has shown that, to a limited extent at least, 
Such variables may be used as elements of both personality and of 
Tole and thus can be used to integrate the two kinds of theory. 
Itis in contemplating further, even exhaustive, analysis of marital ` 
and other familial roles where there arises some uncertainty as to 
Just how adequately such an analysis can be made in terms of, or 
translated into, needs and traits. Some idea of the task can be seen 
from the following examples taken from a list of components of 
Marital roles derived from a middle-class sample by Hurvitz 
(1961): performer of domestic chores; companion of spouse; 
friend, teacher and guide of offspring; sexual partner; and model 
for offspring. The present author has previously published the 
following list of conceptually derived components or marital 
Subroles (Winch, 1963, p. 664): 

Progenitor or рговепіќгіх 
father or mother (nurturer, disciplinarian, socializer, model) 
Position conferrer (provider of position in society for self, 

Spouse, offspring) 
motional gratifier 
Sexual partner 

he list of five subroles shown just above is intended to be 
universal, or culture-free, although precisely how they are defined 
'S of course specified in each culture. For the specific setting of the 
American middle class, the following might be added: 


ly men and women tend to create images of their ideal mates in terms 
of normative definitions, At this stage they are disposed to reject as spouse- 
Candidates those who complement their need patterns if, at the same time, 

©У deviate from the normative standards (i.e. from role-specifications). 

ater some discard normatively defined ideals after experience convinces 
them that a better fit results from one who complements their idiosyncratic 
Reed-patterns, Case materials supporting this point can be ееп chapters 
to 13 of Winch (1958), and in Winch (1963). See also the discussion of the 
Cultural ideal and the psychic ideal in Winch (1963). 
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host or hostess 

home manager 

companion in leisure 

Presumably the task of translating such subroles into needs is to» 
analyse (a) how the spouses complement each other with respect 
to these subroles and (b) the needs involved in such complemen- 
tariness. 

There are two further ideas to be taken into account іп 50987 
esting a possible direction for the analysis of marital roles. First, 
there will be variation from one society to another and from one 
segment to another within even moderately differentiated societies 
as to the number and nature of the subroles relating spouses 
to each other. In general, the more functional the nuclear family 
is, the greater will be the number of such subroles. Second, the 
importance of complementary needs as a mate selective criterion 
appears to vary inversely with the functionality of the extended 
family (Winch, 1963, pp. 41-3 and 318-20). It may be surmised 
that the relevance of complementary needs to marital stability 
is also inversely related to the functionality of both the nuclear 
and extended family forms. In other words, in societal contexts 
where the family – extended and/or nuclear — is highly functional, 
the resulting subroles are important; it should follow that the 
more important such subroles are, the less importance the culture 
will give to the idiosyncratic needs of the individual. In middle- 
class America, where the extended family appears to be relatively 
non-functional and where the functions of the nuclear family 2159 
tend toward the low end, love can exist as a criterion for matè 
selection and its absence as a criterion for marital dissolutio”: 
Hence it is reasoned that complementariness of needs, as а basis 
for such love, tends to assume importance with respect to both 
mate selection and marital stability in family systems of low 
functionality, whereas role compatibility tends to assume im- 
portance for both the selection and retention of mates in more 
functional family systems. 

One final consideration not to be lost sight of is that with the 
passage of time very significant changes take place in roles and ip 
gratifications and frustrations, and quite possibly in need patterns: 
As we follow a couple from their period of engagement into early 
marriage with its concomitants of occupational demands for the 
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man and domestic demands for the wife-mother into middle and 
later years when their offspring have been launched and the bread- 
winner retires, it is obvious that the roles are modified, and energy 
levels changed and aspirations modified. 


Summary 


Twenty-five recently married young couples were examined by 
means of two lengthy interviews and a projective technique in 
order to provide a test of the theory of complementary needs in * 
mate selection. The data were interpreted as providing some 
Support of the theory. Originally two dimensions of complement- 
ariness were induced from the data: nurturance-receptiveness 
and dominance-submissiveness. Subsequently a third has been 
Proposed: achievement-vicariousness. A spate of non-replicative 
tests based on the P.P.S. has provided no support for the theory; 
however, Kerckhoff and Davis’s study based on Schutz’s FIRO-B 
has shown a culturally homogenizing filtering process followed 
by mate selection on the basis of complementary needs. Whether 
Ог not replication of the study of mate selection would provide 
additional support of the theory remains an unanswered question. 
In a study of room mates in a dormitory of nursing students, 
Bermann has strongly suggested the advisability of adding the 
Concept of role compatibility to that of need complementarity; he 
„Showed that the stability of pairs of room mates could be pre- 
dicted better by using both concepts together than by using either 
Singly, 
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Part Four 
Patterns of Interaction between Spouses 


The boldest attempt at theory building in this area is undoubtedly 
to be found in the work of Elizabeth Bott, first in Reading 16, 
and later in her book, Family and Social Network (Bott, 1957). 
Bott relates differences in couples’ conjugal role expectations to 
the extent to which the spouses are closely attached to, and 
influenced by, a network of kin and friends within which contact 
is Maintained independently of the couple. However, a number of 
Studies Claiming to test Bott’s hypothesis have failed to verify it 
(е.в. Aldous and Strauss, 1966; Udry and Hall, 1965; note also 
the very useful critique of Bott’s work in Harris, 1969, pp. 
169-75). As Turner (Reading 17) indicates, however, there are 
Considerable difficulties in rigorously defining and then 
ОретаНопа пр Bott’s concepts. Turner does find some support 
for the hypothesis, and suggests a number of modifications of it, 
Ut it is obvious that a rather different, and probably more 
Complex, approach is needed. ) 

Bott found variations in expected conjugal role behaviour and 
Sought an explanation. The correlation which she established was 
With primary group structure, though the mechanism which — 

Inks the two variables (a mechanism which she derived intuitively 
from her material) is neither wholly clear, nor wholly consistent. 

Uch recent work has approached the topic from a different 
standpoint. It has sought to explain differences in behaviour, not 
**Pectations. It has started from the individual spouses and their 
Individual Tesources, expectations and role demands in other 
Social Organizations, and has posited that the final behaviour 
Patterns adopted will result from the interaction between these 
Interests of the two spouses. It has thus introduced many other 


Variables than membership and reference groups; indeed, these 


have been largely ignored. Such an approach obviously аы 
great difficulties which have yet to- be overcome but looks to 
a fruitful supplement or partial substitute in the long run. - i 
Dyer (Reading 18) elaborates a possible general conceptual N 
perspective for dealing with this kind of problem, from a basis in 
role theory. Blood and Wolfe (Reading 19), starting from a 
similar though less articulated position, use an exchange 
perspective to suggest some of the factors influencing the task 
patterns that emerge. The Rapaports (Reading 20) also have 
much the same basic orientation, but they stress the reciprocal 
interaction between family and work roles, with family role 
demands influencing occupational performance as well as vice 
versa, and point to the period of transition to new role patterns as 
a crucial area for research. While the conceptualization of this 
paper is obviously particularly relevant for conjugal roles the 
reader should not miss its wider implications for research 10 
the sociology of the family. The fact of reciprocal interplay 
between the family and its environment is often overlooked І 
both family and industrial sociology. The general perspective 
of the relationship patterns of individual families as resulting 
from the intermeshing of the idiosyncratic role demands, 
choices, resources and expectations of its members is also 
obviously of far wider relevance. So too is the notion that 


choices made at one stage in the life cycle affect the options 
open at subsequent stages. 
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16 E. Bott 


Urban Families: Conjugal Roles and Social Networks 


э» 
Excerpts from E. Bott, ‘Urban families: conjugal roles and social 
networks’, Human Relations, vol. 8, 1955, pp. 345-84. 


In this paper T should like to report some of the results of an 
intensive study of twenty London families. The study was ex- 
Ploratory, the aim being to develop hypotheses that would further 
the sociological and psychological understanding of families 
rather than to describe facts about a random or representative 
sample of families. Ideally, research of this sort might best be 
divided into two phases: a first, exploratory phase in which the 
aim would be to develop hypotheses by studying the interrelation 
ОЁ various factors within each family considered as a social 
system, and a second phase consisting of a more extensive in- 
quiry designed to test the hypotheses on a larger scale. In view 
Of the time and resources at our disposal, the present research was 
,Testricted to the first phase. | 

The paper will be confined to one problem: how to interpret 
the variations that were found to occur in the way husbands and 
Wives performed their conjugal roles. These variations were соп- 
Siderable. At one extreme was а family in which the husband and 
Wife carried out as many tasks as possible separately and 
dependently of each other. There was а strict division of labour 
In the household, in which she had her tasks and he had his. He 
Zave her а set amount of housekeeping money, and she had little 
idea of how much he earned or how he spent the money he kept 
for himself, In their leisure time, he went to football matches 
with his friends, whereas she visited her relatives or went toa 
Cinema with a neighbour. With the exception of festivities with 
Telatives, this husband and wife spent very little of their leisure 
time together. They did not consider that they were unusual in 
this respect. On the contrary, they felt that their behaviour was 
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s a family in 
typical of their social circle. At the other урин spent as 
which husband and wife shared as many ы; TA ер and 
much time together as possible. They stresse ома ва made 
wife should be equals: all major decisions Беу во и help 
together, and even in minor household matters а out i 
one another as much as Possible. This norm к were shared ої 
practice. In their division of labour, many tas Опа, and some 
interchangeable. The husband often did the nm gardening and 
times the washing and ironing. The wife аа ар то tim 
often the household repairs as well. Much о BO politics: 
was spent together, and they shared similar ке the first coup е, 
music, literature, and in entertaining friends. Like ns typical 0 
this husband and wife felt that their behaviour w: carried the 
their social circle, except that they felt nee than mos! 
interchangeability of household tasks a little fur k 

le. remes 

Sons may sum up the differences between these o одай? 
saying that the first family showed ошар ‘whereas | 
between husband and wife in their Tole-relations В, as joint 
the second family the Conjugal role-relationship wa any dest 
possible. In between these two extremes there were ЕТ, ој col: 
of variation. These differences in degree of segrega 
Jugal roles will form the central theme of this paper. band and 

A joint conjugal role-relationship is one in which hus k 


е 
J som! 
sband and wife; all families must have 


in 
В es 
Early in the Tesearch, it seemed likely that these differenc 
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=| 


degree of segregation of conjugal roles were related somehow to 
forces fh the social environment of the families. In first attempts 
to explore these forces, an effort was made to explain such 
Segregation in terms of social class. This attempt was not very 
Successful. The husbands who, had the most segregated гоје- 
relationships with their wives had manual occupations, and the 
husbands who had the most joint role-relationships with their 
Wives were professionals, but there were several working-class 
families that had relatively little segregation and there were 
several professional families in which segregation was consider- 
able. An attempt was also made to relate degree of segregation to 
the type of local area in which the family lived, since the data 
Suggested that the families with most segregation lived in homo- 
geneous areas of low population turnover, whereas the families 
with predominantly joint role-relationships lived in hetero- 
geneous areas of high population turnover. Once again, however, 
there were several exceptions. But there was a more important 
difficulty in these attempts to correlate segregation of conjugal 
Toles with class position and type of local area. The research was 
Not designed to produce valid statistical correlations, for which a 
Very different method would have been necessary. Our aim was 
to make a study of the interrelation of various social and 
Psychological factors within each family considered as a social 
System. Attempts at rudimentary statistical correlation did not 
Make clear how one factor affected another; it seemed impossible 
to explain exactly how the criteria for class position or the 
Criteria for different types of local area were actually producing 
ап effect on the internal role structure of the family. 

It therefore appeared that attempts to correlate segregation of 
Conjugal roles with factors selected from the generalized social 
Environment of the family would not yield a meaningful inter- 
Pretation, Leaving social class neighbourhood composition to 
One side for the time being, I turned to look more closely at the 
immediate environment of the families, that is, at their actual 
external relationships with friends, neighbours, relatives, clubs, 
Shops, places of work, and so forth. This approach proved to be 
More fruitful, 

First, it appeared that the external social relationships of all 
families assumed the form of a network rather than the form of an 
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organized group.t In an organized group, the component 
individuals.make up a larger social whole with common ат 

interdependent roles and a distinctive subculture. In network 

formation, on the other hand, only some but not all of the com- 

ponent individuals have social relationships with one another. 

For example, supposing that a family, X, maintains relationships 

with friends, neighbours and relatives who may be designated as 

А,В, C, D, E, F... N, one will find that some but not all of these 

external persons know one another. They do not form an 

organized group in the sense defined above. B might know A апі; 
С but попе of ће others; D might know Е without knowing A, 

B, CorE. Furthermore, all of these persons will have friends, 

neighbours and relatives of their own who are not known by 

family X. In a network, the component external units do not 

make up a larger social whole; they are not surrounded by 4 

common boundary, 

Secondly, although all the research families belonged to net- 
works rather than to groups, there was considerable variation in 
the connectedness of their networks. By connectedness I mean the 
extent to which the people known by a family know and meet one 
another independently of the family. I use the term dispersed 
network to describe a network in which there are few relation” 
ships amongst the component units, and the term highly connecte! 


network to describe a network in which there are many such. 
Telationships. The differ 


Figure 1. Each family 
units, but the network о: 
Y. There are nine relat 


© some distinctive interdependent 50С!@ 
Categories, logical classes and aggregates an 
I use the term ‘organized group’ when } 
h the second usage from the first. 


relationships with опе another; 
excluded. To avoid confusion 
becomes necessåry to distinguis] 
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Family X Family У 
Highly connected network Ў, Dispersed network. 
э 


Figure 1 Schematic representation of the networks of two families. 
The grey circles represent the family, the white circles represent the 
Units of the family’s network. The broken lines leading off from the 
Srey circles represent the relationships of the family with the external 
Units ; the solid lines represent the relationships of the members of 

the network with one another. The broken lines leading off from the 
White circles indicate that each member of the family’s network 
Maintains relationships with other people who are notincludedin the 
family’s network. This representation is, of course, highly schematic; a 
Teal family would have many more than five unitsinits external network 


degree of segregation of conjugal roles is related to the degree of 
Network connectedness. Those families that had a high degree of 
Segregation in the role-relationship of husband and wife had a 
highly connected network; many of their friends, neighbours and 
Telatives knew one another. Families that had a relatively joint 
Tole-relationship between husband and wife had a dispersed net- 
Work; few of their relatives, neighbours and friends knew one 
another. There were many degrees of variation in between these 
wo extremes. On the basis of our data, I should therefore like to 
Put forward the following hypothesis: the degree of segregation 
in the role-relationship of husband and wife varies directly with the 
Connectedness of the family’s social network. The more connected 
the network, the more segregation between the roles of husband 
and wife. The more dispersed the network, the less segregation 
between the roles of husband and wife. This relationship between 
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ж 
network connectedness and segregation of conjugal roles will be 
more fully illustrated and discussed below. e. 1 

No claim is made here that network connectedness is thê о 
factor affecting segregation of conjugal roles. Among the om 
variables affecting the way conjugal roles are performed, t | 
Personalities of husband and wife are of crucial importance. Ме, 
of this paper will be devoted to a discussion of the effect of Fi, 
work connectedness, however, because the importance of 0 
variable has been insufficiently stressed in previous studies 
family role structure. n- 

It thus appears that if one is to understand segregation of C0 | 
Jugal roles, one should examine the effect of the family’s imm! и 
iate social environment of friends, neighbours, relatives e- 
institutions. The question remains, however, as to why 30 rs 
families should have highly connected networks whereas oi 
have dispersed networks, In part, network connectedness depoi 
on the family themselves. One family may choose to introdu 
their friends, neighbours and relatives to one another, whe 
another may not. One family may move around a great дез аў. 
that its network becomes dispersed, whereas another family Er 
stay put. But these choices are limited and shaped by a number at 
forces over which the family does not have direct control. It 1$ 
this point that the total social environment becomes relevant. m 
economic and occupational system, the structure of for ec 
institutions, the ecology of cities, and many other factors 2: ns 
the connectedness of networks, and limit and shape the decisi 
that families make, Among others, factors associated with 5008 
Class and neighbourhood composition affect segregation of A 
jugal roles, not solely and not primarily through direct action eir 
the internal structure of the family, but indirectly through Ha 
effect on its network. Conceptually, the network stands betin 
the family and the total social environment. The connectedness in 
a family’s network depends on the one hand on certain forces ” 
the total environment and on the other hand on the personaliti 


5 
of the members of the family and on the way they react to the 
forces, 


al 


i iS 
A In this paper a first attempt will be made to carry out an апау! 
10 terms of these Concepts. Part I will be devoted to a discuss 
of conjugal role-segregation in relation to network connected! 
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In Part П the relation of networks to the total environment will 
be discussed. 5 

Whether my central hypothesis, the direct relationship between 
network connectedness and segregation of conjugal roles, is valid 
for other families I do not know. At this stage I am not attempting 
to make generalizations about all families, and I am not con- 
cerned with whether or not the families we have studied are 
typical of others. What I am trying to do is to make a com- 
Parative study of the relationship between conjugal role- 
Segregation and network connectedness for each of the twenty 
families considered as a social system. In so doing I have 
developed a hypothesis that, with further refinement of definition, 
Preferably in quantifiable terms, might be tested on other 
families and might facilitate further and more systematic com- 
parisons. 


Conjugal role-segregation and network connectedness 


[...] If families are classified according to the extremes of the two 
dimensions of conjugal role-segregation and network connected- 
ness, four patterns are logically possible: (a) segregated conjugal 
role-relationship associated with a highly connected network; 
(b) segregated conjugal role-relationship associated with a dis- 
persed network; (c) joint conjugal role-relationship associated 
With a highly connected network; and (d) joint conjugal role- 
relationship associated with a dispersed network. Empirically, 
two of these patterns, the second and third, did not occur. There 
were no families in which a highly segregated conjugal role- 
relationship was associated with a dispersed network; there were 
no families in which a joint conjugal role-relationship was 
associated with a highly connected network. 

Six of the research families were clustered in the first and fourth 
Patterns, There was one family that conformed to the first 
Pattern, a high degree of conjugal role-segregation being сот- 
bined with a highly connected network. There were five families 
that conformed to the fourth pattern, a joint conjugal role- 
relationship being associated with a dispersed network. These six 
families represent the extremes of the research set. There were 
Dine families that were intermediate in degree of conjugal role- 
Segregation and similarly intermediate in degree of network 
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connectedness. Finally there were five families that appeal аи 
be in a state of transition both with respect to their ш 
formation and with respect to their conjugal role-relations ai 4 
Among the twenty families, there was thus some clusteri aa 
certain points along a possible continuum from a њи та f 
gated to a very joint conjugal role-relationship, and alo) i 
second continuum from a highly connected to a dispel Е 
network. The families did not fall into sharply separated ora 
however, so that divisions are somewhat arbitrary, : эг 
Convenience of description, I shall divide the families into = 
groups: (a) highly segregated conjugal role-relationship E 
ciated with highly connected network; (b) joint conjugal rc 8 
relationship associated with dispersed network; (c) interme ү 
degrees of conjugal role-segregation and network connecte! ‘a 
and (d) transitional families. No claim is made here that these 28 
the only patterns that can occur; further research would pr 
reveal others. [. . „р 3 4 
oa data ravines described, the nature of the relations 
between conjugal role-segregation and network connectedn! 
may now be examined in more detail. ead 
Connected networks are most likely to develop when hus ке 
and wife, together with their friends, neighbours ‘and relativ { Ж 
have all grown ир in the same local area and have continued A 
live there after marriage. Husband and wife come to the m 
iage each with his own highly connected network. It is vee 
likely that there will be some overlap of their networks; judg! Я 
by the Ss’ account of their genealogy, one of the common wea 
for husband and wife to Meet each other is to be introduced bY 


es с ` the 
person who is simultaneously a friend of one and а relative of 
other. 


Each partner makes a 
relationships with the рео 


because the relationships are 


Hae the 
Intimate, but also because 
people in his network know one 


Jue: 
another and share the same Уа! 

Т i А then 
2. Dr Bott, in a section of her paper not included in this volume, @ 


Н г 
gives examples from her research data of these four types in orde 
illustrate her proposition, [Ed.] 
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so that they are able to apply consistent informal sanctions to one 
another? > 
The marriage is superimposed on these pre-existing relation- 
ships. As long as the couple continue to live in the same area, and 
as long as their friends, neighbours and relatives also continue to 
live within easy reach of the family and of one another, the 
Segregated networks of husband and wife can be carried on after 
marriage. Some rearrangement is necessary; the husband is likely 
to stop seeing some of the friends of his youth, particularly those 
who work at a different place and во to different pubs and clubs; 
after children are born, the wife is likely to see less of her former 
girl friends and more of her mother and other female relatives. 
But apart from these readjustments, husband and wife can carry 
On their old external relationships, and they continue to be very 
Sensitive to external social controls. In spite of the conjugal 
Segregation in external relationships, the overlapping of the net- 
works of husband and wife tends to ensure that each partner 
finds out about the other's activities. Although a wife may not 
know directly what a husband does with his friends away from 
home, one of the other men is likely to tell his wife or some other 
female relative who eventually passes the information on, either 
directly or through other women, to the wife of the man in 
question, Similarly any defection on the part of the wife is likely 
to be made known to her husband. у 
Because old relationships сап be continued after marriage, 
both husband and wife can satisfy some of their personal needs 
Outside the marriage, so that their emotional investment in the 
Conjugal relationship need not be as intense as in other types of 
family, Both husband and wife, but particularly the wife, can get 
Outside help with domestic tasks and with child care. A rigid 
division of labour between husband and wife is therefore pos- 
Sible, since each can get outside help. In other words, the segrega- 
tion in external relationships can be carried over to activities 
Within the family. 
Networks become dispersed when people move around from 
One place to another, or when they make new relationships that 
ave no connexion with their old ones. If both husband and wife 
ave moved around a good deal before marriage, each will bring 
an already dispersed network to the marriage; many of the hus- 


E. Bott 225 


band’s friends will not know one another; many of the wife’s 
friends will not know one another. After the marriage they will 
meet new people as well as some of the old ones, and these 
people will not necessarily know one another. In other words, 
their external relationships are telatively discontinuous both m 
space and in time. Such continuity as they possess lies in their 
relationship with each other rather than in their external relation- 
ships. In facing the external world, they draw on each other, for 
their strongest emotional investment is made where there is cong 
tinuity. Hence their high standards of conjugal compatibility, 
their stress on shared interests, on joint organization, on equality 
between husband and wife, They must get along well together, 
they must help one another as much as possible in carrying out 
familial tasks, for there is no sure external source of material and 
emotional help. Since their friends and relatives are physically 
scattered and few of them know one another, the husband and 
wife are not stringently controlled by a solid body of public , 
opinion, but they are also unable to rely on consistent external 
support. Through their joint external relationships they present а 
united front to the world and they reaffirm their joint relationship 
with each other. No external Person must seriously menace the 
conjugal relationship; joint relationships with friends give both 
husband and wife a source of emotional satisfaction outside the 
family without threatening their own relationship with each other. 

In between these two extremes аге the intermediate and transi- 
tional families. In the intermediate type, husband and wife have 
moved around a certain amount 50 that they seek continuity with 
each other and make their Strongest emotional investment in the 
Conjugal relationship. At the same time, they are able to таке 
Some segregated relationships outside the family and they are able 
to rely on considerable casual help from people outside the 
family, so that a fairly clearly defined division of labour into male 
tasks and female tasks can be made. 

The transitional families illustrate some of the factors involved 
in changing from one type of network to another. Husbands and 
wives who change from a connected to a dispersed network fin 
themselves suddenly thrust into a more joint relationship without 
the experience or the attitudes appropriate to it. The eventual 
outcome depends partly on the family and partly on the extent (0. 
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which their new neighbours build up relationships with one 
another. An intermediate form of network connectedness seems 
to be the most likely outcome. Similarly, in the case of families 
who change from a dispersed to a more highly connected net- 
work, their first reaction is one.of mild indignation at losing their 
Privacy, but in time it seems likely that they will tend to develop 
an intermediate degree of network connectedness and conjugal 
Tole-segregation. 


Networks in relation to the total environment 

Having discussed the relation of the family to its network, I 
Should like now to consider the factors affecting the form of the 
network itself. First the general features characteristic of all 
familial networks in an urban industrialized society will -be 
examined, then I shall turn to consider some of the factors 
affecting variations from one urban familial network to another. 

As described above, all the research families maintained 
relationships with external people and institutions — with a place 
Of work, with service institutions such as schools, church, 
doctor, clinic, shops, and so forth, with voluntary associations 
Such as clubs, evening classes and recreational institutions; they 
also maintained more informal relationships with colleagues, 
friends, neighbours and relatives. It is therefore incorrect to 
describe urban families as ‘isolated’; indeed, no urban family 
Could survive without its network of external relationships. 

It is correct, however, to say that urban families are not con- 
tained within organized groups, for although they have many 
external relationships, the institutions and persons with which 
they are related are not linked up with one another to form an 
Organized group. Furthermore, although individual members of a 
family frequently belong to groups, the family as a whole does 
Not. There are marginal cases, such as the situation arising when 
all the members of the family belong to the same church or go to 
the same general practitioner, but in these cases the external 
insitution or person controls only one aspect of the family’s life, 
and can hardly be said to ‘contain’ the family in all its aspects. 

In the literature on family sociology, there are frequent 
Teferences to ‘the family in the community’, with the implication 
that the community is an organized group within which the 
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family is contained. Our data suggest that the usage is misleading. 
Of course every family must live iri some sort of local arda, but 
very few urban local areas can be called communities in the 
sense that they form cohesive social groups. The immediate social 
environment of urban families is best considered not as the local 
area in which they live, but rather as the network of actual social 
relationships they maintain, regardless of whether these are соп- 
fined to the local area or run beyond its boundaries. 

Small-scale, more isolated, relatively ‘closed’ local groups pro- 
vide a marked contrast. This type of community is frequently 
encountered in primitive societies, as well as in certain rural areas 
of industrialized societies. A family in such a local group knows 
no privacy; everyone knows everyone else. The situation of the 
urban family with a highly connected network is carried one steP 
further in the relatively closed local group. The networks of the 
component families are so highly connected and the relationships 
within the local group are so clearly marked off from external 
relationships that the local population can properly be called an 
organized group. Families are encapsulated within this group; 
their activities are known to all, they cannot escape from the 
informal sanctions of gossip and public opinion, their external 
affairs are goyerned by the group to which they belong. | 
| Та many small-scale primitive societies, the elementary family 
15 encapsulated not only within a local group, but also within а 
corporate kin group. In such cases, the conjugal role-segregation 
between husband and wife becomes even more marked than that 
described above for urban families with highly connected net- 
works. Marriage becomes a linking of kin groups rather than 
Preponderantly a union between individuals acting on their ow 
initiative, 

These differences between the immediate social environment of 
families in urban industrialized societies and that of families in 
some small-scale primitive and rural communities exist, ulti” 
mately, because of differences in the total economic and social 
structure, The division of labour in a small-scale society 8 
relatively simple; the division of labour in an industrial society iS 
exceedingly complex. In a small-scale, relatively closed society, 
most of the services required by a family can be provided by the 
other families in the local group and in the kin group. In an urban 
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industrialized society, such tasks and services are divided up and 
assigned to specialized institutions. Whereas a family in a small- 
scale, relatively closed society belongs to a small number of 
groups each with many functions, an urban family exists in a 

` network of many separate, unconnected institutions each with a 
specialized function. In a small-scale, relatively closed society the 
local group and the kin group mediate between the family and 
the total society; in an urban industrialized society there is no 
Single encapsulating group or institution that mediates between 
the family and the total society. 

One of the results of this difference in the form of external 
relationships is that urban families have more freedom to govern 
their own affairs. In a small-scale, relatively closed society, the 
encapsulating groups have a great deal of control over the family. 
In an urban industrialized society, the doctor looks after the 
health of individual members of the family, the clinic looks after 
the health of the mother and child, the school educates children, 
the boss cares about the individual as an employee rather than as 
а husband, and even friends, neighbours and relatives may 
disagree amongst themselves as to how the affairs of the family 
should be conducted. In brief, social control of the family is split 
Up amongst so many agencies that no one of them has continuous, 
Complete governing power, and within broad limits, a family can 

‚ make its own decisions and regulate its own affairs. У 

The situation may be summed up by saying that urban families 
are more highly individuated than families in relatively closed 
Communities, I feel that this term describes the situation of urban 
families more accurately than the more commonly used term 
‘isolated’, By ‘individuation’ I mean that the elementary family 
1S separated off, differentiated out as a distinct, and to some 
extent autonomous, social group. Of course, in most societies the 
elementary family is individuated to some extent; опе could not 
Say that it existed as a distinct group if it were not. The difference 
in individuation between an urban family and a family in a 
Telatively closed community is one of degree. It should be remem- 

Ted, however, that urban families differ among themselves in 
degree of individuation; families with highly connected networks 
are less individuated than those with dispersed networks. 

е individuation of urban families provides one source of 
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variation in role performance. Because families are not епсар- 
sulated within governing and controlling groups, other than the 
nation as a whole, husband and wife are able, within broad 
limits, to perform their roles in accordance with their own per- 
sonal needs. These broad limits are laid down by the ideal norms 
of the nation as a whole, many of which exist as laws and are 
enforced by the courts. But informal social control by relatives 
and neighbours is much less stringent and less consistent than in 
many small-scale societies, and much variation is possible. [. - Р 


Social class, network connectedness and segregation of 
conjugal roles 


Because of the complexity of the situation it is not surprising that 
we could not find a simple correlation between class position and 
segregation of conjugal roles. In my view such segregation is more 
directly related to network connectedness than to class status as 
such, although there are probably some aspects of class position 
that affect conjugal role-segregation directly. For example, if both 
husband and wife are highly educated, they are likely to have @ 
common background of shared interests and tastes, which makes 
a joint relationship easy to conduct. Although it is unlikely that 
teachers deliberately plan to teach children about joint СОЛ” 
Jugal relationships, higher education is probably a chief means 0 
passing on the ethic appropriate to a joint relationship from one 
generation to another, and of teaching it to socially mobile 
individuals whose parents have had а more segregated relation- 
ship. It is doubtful, however, whether such education alone coul 
produce joint Conjugal relationships; it works іп conjunctio® 
with other factors, 
But for the most part factors associated with class — howeve! 
one defines that complex construct — affect segregation of СОП" 
Јова! roles indirectly through having an effect on the connected- 
ness of the family’s network. To sum Itant: 


С HES т up the empirical resulta 
families with highly connected networks are likely to be working 


3. Dr Bott then disc 


е‏ را 
ү usses some of the sources of this variation: sh‏ 
considers economic ties‏ 


hood, У between network members, types of neighboUt 
н for alternative relationships, physical and 50° 

ity, and personality characteristi i to soci 
class. [Ed.] ics. Finally, she turns 
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class. But not all working-class families will have highly con- 
nected? networks. Е 

It is only in the working class that one is likely to find a com- 
bination of factors all working together to produce a high degree 
of network connectedness: concentration of people of the same 
or similar occupations in the same local area; jobs and homes in 
the same local area; low population turnover and continuity of 
relationships; at least occasional opportunities for relatives and 
friends to help one another to get jobs; little demand for physical 
mobility; little opportunity for social mobility. 

In contrast, the structure of professions is such that this pattern 
of forces almost never occurs. Homogeneous local areas of a 
single profession are very rare; a man’s place of work and his 
home are usually in different local areas; professional training 
leads him to make relationships with people who do not know 
his family, school friends and neighbours; in most cases getting a 
Job depends on skill and training rather than on the influence of 
friends and relatives; many professional careers require physical 
mobility, Almost the only factor associated with high-class status 
that tends to foster network connectedness is ownership of shares 
in common enterprises by relatives — and this is less likely to 
occur among professional people than among wealthy indus- 
trialists and commercial families. 

But because a man has a manual occupation he will not auto- 
Matically have a highly connected network. He may be living in a 
relatively heterogeneous area, for not all manual occupations are 
localized, He may live in one place and work in another. He may 
Move from one area to another. Similarly his friends and relatives 
May move or make new relationships with people he does not 
know, A high degree of network connectedness may be found in 
association with manual occupations, but the association is not 
Necessary and inevitable. 

In brief, one cannot explain networ 
result of the husband's occupational ог с 
Single determinants. Network connectedness 
Complex of forces — economic ties among mem 
Work, type of local area, opportunities to make new social 
Contacts, physical and social mobility, etc. — generated by the 
occupational and economic systems, but these forces do not 


k connectedness as the 
lass status considered as 
depends on a whole 
bers of the net- 
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always work in the same direction and they may affect different 
families in different ways. . » 

Finally, network connectedness cannot be predicted from а 
knowledge of situational factors alone. It also depends on the 
family’s personal response to the situations of choice with which 
they are confronted. 

In a situation of such complexity, little is to be gained by 
trying to explain conjugal role-segregation in terms of single 
factors. In the approach to this problem, the most useful con- 
ceptual model has proved to be that of field theory: ‘behaviour is 
a function of a person (in this case a family) in a situation’. Рег- 
formance of conjugal roles is a function of the family in its social 
network. The form of the social network depends, in turn, partly 
on the members of the family and partly on a very complex 
combination of forces in the total social environment. 
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17 C. Turner 


Conjugal Roles and Social Networks Re-Examined 


С. Turner, ‘Conjugal roles and ѕосіа? networks: a re-examination of an 
hypothesis’, Human Relations, vol. 20, 1967, pp. 121-30. 


Bott concentrated on two main aspects of family organization in 
an intensive study of twenty families in the Greater London area 
(Bott, 1955, 1956, 1957).1 On the one hand she carried out a 
thorough analysis of the patterns of conjugal role-relationship, 
On the other she examined the network of kinfolk, friends and 
neighbours of each family. A major hypothesis advanced as a 
Tesult of this exploratory study is that ‘The degree of segregation 
in the role-relationship of husband and wife varies directly with the 
connectedness of the family’s social network’ (Bott, 1957, p. 60). 
Two recent American studies by Udry and Hall (1965) and 
Aldous and Straus (1966) question the general validity of the 
hypothesis. Although both of these pieces of research purport 
(0 test Bott’s hypothesis, it can be argued on method- 
Ological grounds that neither of them constitutes a reasonable 
test, 

м This paper is ап attempt to re-examine Bott’s hypothesis in the 
light of information from a somewhat different social setting. The 
data upon which this report is based was collected as part of a 
much wider study of the social structure of a Pennine parish, 
Which will be referred to by the pseudonym of Leadgill. The study 
Was not specifically oriented towards a test of the Bott hypothesis. 
Nevertheless an ex post facto analysis seems justifiable in this 
instance, since it sheds some light on the original hypothesis and 
Suggests certain potentially fruitful ideas for future research. А 

Both Bott (1957) and Огу and Hall (1965) base their findings 
On married couples drawn from large urban areas. Aldous and 


1. Lam indebted to Professor R. Frankenberg for the initial ОЧЫП 
that my data could be used to throw further light on this hypothesis, and for 
IS subsequent encouragement and comments. 
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Straus (1966) drew approximately half of their married fernale 
informants from small-town backgrounds and half from rural- 
farm backgrounds. The Leadgill data is drawn from the married 
couples living in a small relatively isolated rural community, at 4 
given point in time. Twenty couples formed the ‘sample’ for 
Bott’s analysis, forty-three for the Udry and Hall study, and 115 
for the Leadgill research. Aldous and Straus ‘sampled’ 39! 
people, but confined their attention to wives only, which may 
possibly have biased their results. A further distinction is pro- 
vided by the fact that Bott concentrated on couples in the early 
child-rearing phase of the developmental cycle of the family аза 
domestic group, Udry and Hall upon middle-aged couples with 
at least one child at college, and Aldous and Straus upon 
married women with at least one child at home. The Leadgill 


data includes couples at all major phases of the developmental 
cycle. 


Problems of operational definition 


A recurrent problem in contemporary sociology is that of 
operational definition. Bott’s work on degree of conjugal role- 
segregation and interconnectedness of social networks provides 
an interesting illustration of intuitive definition based on con- 
siderable empirical evidence (Bott, 1957, pp. 58-9 and 238-40). 
The use of this type of definition renders an accurate replication 
of the study almost impossible. In contrast, Udry and Hall (1969) 
and Aldous and Straus (1966) developed relatively simple, though 
differing, operational definitions of degree of network intercon 
nectedness and type of conjugal role-segregation, and incorporate 
reference to them in their respective papers. A distinct advantas® 
of the questionnaire method is that the study can easily 0 
replicated, but an associated criticism is that their narrow 
operationalism hardly does justice to the ideas behind the СОП” 
cepts suggested by Bott. 

The procedure adopted with the Leadgill data resembles that of 
Bott, rather than that of the other writers, although the data мете 
not specifically collected in order to test the Bott hypothesis. 
definitions used are unsatisfactory in two main respects. Firstly 
the data available set certain limits on the definitions. бесоп У 
there is too much reliance on the judgement of the геѕеагсће!" 
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Nevertheless it is hoped that the present discussion will help to 
clarify at least some of the issues and problems raised by Bott’s 
initia? insightful analysis. 


The interconnectedness of social networks 


The basic unit used by Bott in the analysis of the social network is 
somewhat ambiguously referred to as ‘the family’. This term is 
used variably to denote: (a) the household groups comprising 
Parents and their dependent children, which were the basic units 
Studied; (b) the married couples in the household groups defined 
Under the first heading; (c) the other household groups, or 
Possibly just their adult members, with whom the married 
Couples under examination regularly interacted. A social network 
as defined by Bott is a network of households rather than of 
individuals, but the criterion by which inter-household linkages 
are judged is the interaction of individuals (presumably adults). 
A particular household is conceptualized as the central focus of a 
Social network, thus each network is ‘closed’, in the sense that the 
focal household is directly connected to a finite number of other 
households. Bott defined the ‘interconnectedness’ of each social 
Network in terms of the extent to which households other than 
focal households are linked directly by regular interaction 
tween members, 

The maximum possible number of interconnecting linkages of 
this type is given by the formula: [n(n-1)/2]-(n-1), where п 
equals the total number of households in the network (see 
Kephart, 1950, for further elaboration). These interconnecting 
linkages range from a fixed minimum of zero to а variable 
Maximum, which is a function of п for any particular network. 

he point which should be noted is that the potential of inter- 
Connecting linkages increases at a much faster rate than the 
number of households in the group, as the following series 
Indicate: 

rites of households 

im ; 3 
ing RE of interconnect: ЧК ИЕ ТОПУ в... 
. Us the number of households in a particular network is an 
Important factor to take into account when attempting to cal- 


с 
ulate degree of interconnectedness. 


34567 8 9... 
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Both American studies set out to examine the interconnected- 
ness of partial social networks. Udry and Hall (1965) defined the 
network of each husband and wife in terms of the four persons 
with whom each spouse claimed to have had most frequent social 
contact in the year prior to the interview. Aldous and Strauss(1966) 
defined the network of each married woman in terms of the eight 
women whom she most often visited socially. It seems quite POS- 
sible that such predetermination of network closure might 
seriously bias the results, in so far as they purport to relate to 
Bott’s original hypothesis. It is also necessary to note that the 
original hypothesis refers to interconnexions between households, 
not to networks of the individual spouse. This represents a further 
potential source of discrepancy. Í 

An attempt has been made to analyse the Leadgill data 10 
terms of the social networks of married couples both at the 
individual level and at the household level. The main focus, 
however, is upon inter-household connexions, following Bott. An 
important point which requires consideration is the method of 
identifying households or individuals, who are to be included Ш 
each closed social network. This problem was first approached in 
terms of individual rather than household networks. Members of 
a focal individual’s network were defined as persons (а) to who™ 
the focal individual was bound by positive affectional ties (i.e 
kinfolk and friends), and (b) with whom the focal individual had 
regular social contact (in this instance ‘regular’ is defined as gh 
least once per fortnight on average throughout the year)- 159 
same criteria were used for assessing interconnecting links 
between the non-focal individuals in each specific network. 
must be admitted that these two indicators taken in combinatio" 
provide a fairly arbitrary and subjective basis for the reckoning 
of network membership. The individual networks of ° 
married couple were aggregated and expressed in terms of inte! 
household connexions. Similarly the data on non-focal individuals 
was aggregated and expressed in terms of inter-househo! 
connexions for each network. It should be noted that this те то 
of calculating inter-household linkages only takes account of 
selection of the possible universe of household connexions. 

On the basis of these calculations three degrees of network 
connectedness can be distinguished at the inter-household level: 
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involves an extremely complex set of problems. 


loose knit, medium knit and close knit. A loose knit network is 
characterized by the existenee of interconnecting linkages be- 
tween less than one-third of the non-focal households in a par- 
ticular network. The equivalent proportions of interconnecting 
linkages for a medium knit network is between one-third and two- 
thirds, and for a close knit network more than two-thirds. A 
minimum number of five households, i.e. the focal household and 
four others, was arbitrarily set for inclusion in the analysis. As a 
result the networks of five couples in Leadgill were excluded. The 
maximum number of households in any network was twelve, and 
the median was seven. 


Conjugal role-relationships 

Itis obvious from a reading of available literature on the husband- 
Wife relationship that ‘degree of conjugal role-segregation’ is not 
an unidimensional concept (see, for example, Blood and Wolfe, 
1960). Varying degrees and forms of cooperation and independ- 
епсе are found in each of the major spheres of marital organiza- 
tion. The time which a married couple have available to devote to 
their husband-wife relationship is partially controlled by many 
factors, including occupation, place of work, hours of work, the 
Presence of children, relatives or unrelated persons in the home, 
and by the various extra-family commitments of each spouse. 


Even a crude classification of marital role-relationships, therefore, 
The three areas of 


information on 


marital organization, for which there is adequate i 
оте, domestic 


head couples, are leisure activities outside the h 
asks and child rearing, 
Leadgill couples were classified ассо 


не in each of the first two spheres, 
е third sphere as well, were predominantly joint or predomi- 


nantly segregated, As far as leisure activities outside the home are 
firmed; a couple was counted as having а joint relationship if 

©у predominantly went out together, and as having a segregated 
relationship if they predominantly went out separately. (It is 
TER worth noting at this point that there was no significant 

elation between amount of time spent in leisure activities 
Outside the home and a given type of marital relationship.) As far 
85 domestic tasks are concerned, the criteria used to distinguish a 


rding to whether their 
and where applicable in 
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7 
couple with a joint role-relationship were, (а) the regular раа 
pation of the husband in domestic duties, and (b) the PE d 
changeability of at least certain domestic tasks between hu T 
and wife. If a husband did not regularly carry out domes Т 
duties, or if there was a rigid division of labour in respect К 
domestic work, the conjugal “relationship was recorde 
segregated. As far as child rearing is concerned, a joint relati if 
ship was defined as one in which father and mother (a) ЕТ) 
discussed methods of discipline and/or child rearing, and “i 
shared certain of the tasks of child rearing; a segregated relatio! 
ship was defined as one in which they did not. А ЕЕ. 

An over-all classification of the marital role-relationship КЕ 
derived from a combination of the classifications for the арр к: 
able sub-areas. A joint conjugal role-relationship was саи 
ized Бу joint relationships іп all applicable вш ae 
Correspondingly a segregated conjugal role-relationship was a) 
in which segregated relationships were found in all applies 
sub-areas. If there was any discrepancy between sub-a! a 
classifications, the conjugal role-relationship was counted 3 
intermediate. This gives a crude threefold classification of Ө 
of conjugal role-relationship. Four couples have been exclude 


yan in 
from the analysis because of the difficulty of classifying them 
this manner. 


Leadgill results 


4 ы Е , res 
The Leadgill results are Presented in Table 1, with Bott's figu 
listed in brackets for Purposes of comparison. 


Table I Conjugal Roles and Social Networks in Leadgill* 


Conjugal role.  ‘Interconnectedness of social networks 


relationship Close-knit Medium-knit — Loose-knit 
Segregated 42(1) 10 (0) 4(0) 
Intermediate 13 (0) 0(9) 7(0) 
Joint 8 (0) 8 (0) 14(5) 


Total number of married couples = 115 (20). 
Not classified 9 (5) 


*Bott’s figures in brackets for comparative purposes. 
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An initial visual inspection of the data suggests that the Bott 
hypothesis is not fully supported, although a general statistical 
test does indicate that the observed values differ significantly 
from those expected by chance (72 = 26-92, significant at the 
0-01 level). it 

Leadgill can fairly accurately be described as a face-to-face 
community. It is not surprising, therefore, that the proportion 
of couples with close-knit networks is substantially higher than in 
the other studies. There tends to be a high degree of inter- 
Connectedness in the role networks because the majority of 
individuals in most networks were drawn from within the com- 
munity. This had the additional advantage of allowing for cross- 
checking on network membership, and on interconnecting 
linkages, 

When the individual networks of Leadgill husbands and wives 
are analysed separately an interesting set of facts emerges. Firstly 
both husband and wife tend to include the same kinfolk in their 
Tespective social networks. Secondly, when kinfolk are excluded, 
thirty-two couples could be unambiguously identified for whom 
the husband’s friends constituted a close-knit male network, 
and the wife’s friends a close-knit female network. These thirty- 
‘Wo couples also demonstrated a high degree of conjugal role- 
Segregation. In each instance a strict division of labour within the 
home was accompanied by a sharp division of leisure interests. 
Even when kinfolk and friends were entertained in the home, the 
Males and females showed a marked proclivity for splitting into 
Separate groups. It must be noted, however, that the husbands 
Spent much of their leisure time outside the home with their male 
Companions (cf. Dennis, Henriques and Slaughter, 1956). It isnot 
Altogether surprising that the segregation of the sexes within the 
‘otal social network of a couple is accompanied by marital role- 
Segregation, but it does appear to constitute something of a 
Special case. When the networks of husband and wife show 
considerable overlap, no distinctive pattern of conjugal role- 
Telationship appears to be associated with them. : 

© degree of network interconnectedness seems to provide 


Only a partial prediction of the form of conjugal role-relationship 


; veloped а wife. Therefore it is pertinent to 
кекет а directly related either 


In + > 
tigate further factors which might be 
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to network interconnectedness ог to marital relationships, and 
possibly to both. Bott found type of neighbourhood to be a | 
important factor underlying network connectedness. TA 
variable is regarded as ‘controlled’ for the Leadgill data, since 4 
the married couples from one single community have been к 
as the subjects. One other major variable which Bott investigate › 
personality characteristics, is not reported on here because it was 
beyond the scope of the Leadgill study. Five further factors Ку 
to merit attention on both theoretical and empirical grounds: ( 4 
occupation, (2) geographic mobility, (3) education level, (4) stag 


r ‘enta- 
of developmental cycle, and (5) cosmopolitan or local orien 
tions. 


Occupation 


Perhaps the most striking difference in the Leadgill data F 
between farm and non-farm families, as shown in Table 3 
Membership of а farm family seems conducive to the develop 
ment of both a close-knit social network, and a segregate 
conjugal role-relationship. 1 

Leadgill farms аге for the most part small. The farmer hina 
usually runs the farm, with the help of his family. In a few cas 
the ‘farmer’ has a second job in order to make a better wi 
The farmer works in and around the homestead most of the tim v 
There is a strict division of labour between husband and МЕ 
concerning farm tasks and duties. A similar division of labora 
also to be found in household activities — the farmer clearly 4 
not expect to be asked to do ‘women’s work’, such as cool 
Sewing, mending, ironing or putting the baby to Бед. М т 
farmers like to spend at least some of their leisure time away 10 
the home, and they usually choose to be with male friends Че 
have a definite interest in farming. A favourite pastime 15 
cussion of the minutiae of farm affairs. гї 

The whole family is organized around the running of the fè | 
and it seems reasonable to advance the hypothesis that when Кр 
husband and wife work in and around the home, the form 0 f 
work relationship will exert a strong influence upon the for 
other aspects of the conjugal role-relationship. Evidence ба 
five non-farm couples in Leadgill lends support to this hypothe ә 
In these five instances, husband and wife share the running 0 
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Table 2 Conjugal Roles and Social Networks of Farm and 


Non-Farm Couples 4 

Conjugal role- Interconnectedness of social networks 

relationship Close-knit _ Medium-knit Loose-knit 

Segregated Farm 27 3 0 
Non-farm 15 7 4 

Intermediate Farm 3 0 1 

у Non-farm 10 0 6 

Joint Farm 0 1 0 

Non-farm 8 7 14 


Total number of farm couples = 35, non-farm couples = 71. 


business and organize their work activities so that they are to 
Some extent interchangeable. There is a similar interchangeability 
ш the extra-occupational activities of these couples. Nevertheless 
it must be emphasized that this new hypothesis is only tentatively 
advanced and requires rigorous testing. It should be also noted 
that this hypothesis may be complementary to Bott’s hypothesis. 
Among farm couples, for example, there is not a single case of 
Segregated conjugal role-relationship occurring with a loose-knit 
network, nor is there any case of a joint conjugal role-relationship 
Occurring with a close-knit network among the business couples 
Cited, 

Other non-farm families in which home and workplace are 
Clearly separated do not show any distinctive pattern of marital or 
Network interconnectedness. Nor does the fact that a wife goes 
Out to work (six cases) seem to produce any specific pattern of 


Conjugal role-relationship. 


Geographic mobility 

Bott found that geographic mobility tended to correlate with a 
loose-knit network structure, Leadgill couples were categorized 
1100 dalesfolk (both spouses born and bred in the area), mixed 
One spouse only born and bred in the area), and incomers 
(neither spouse born and bred in the area). The conjugal role- 
Telationships and network interconnectedness for couples in each 


Of these three categories are given in Table 3. х 
Leadgill, married couples in which both husband and wife 
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Table 3 Conjugal Roles and Social Networks of Dalesfolk, 
Mixed Couples and Incomers ја >: 


Conjugal role- Interconnectedness of social networks 

relationship Close-knit | Medium-knit Loose-knit 

Segregated Dalesfolk 24 5 1 
Mixed 16 4 2 
Incomers 2 1 1 

Intermediate Dalesfolk 8 0 1 
Mixed 5 0 4 
Incomers 0 0 2 

Joint Dalesfolk 6 2 1 
Mixed 2 4 2 
Incomers 0 2 11 


Total number of dalesfolk = 48, mixed = 39, incomers = 19. 


were not born in the area showed a marked tendency to develoP 
loose-knit networks. This was undoubtedly due in many cases (0 
the fact that incomers were able to maintain contacts with kinfolk 
and friends outside the community, and were in some instances 
not able to establish close friendships with many dalesfolk. 
These same couples were also likely to have joint conjugal role 
relationships. Unfortunately data are not avai lable to demonstrate 
the types of social network and conjugal role-relationships which 
they had developed before migrating to the community, although 
such a longitudinal analysis could possibly throw important light 
on processes involved in the development of social networks. It 1 
interesting to note that the two incoming couples with close-knit 
Social networks and Segregated conjugal role-relationships БО 
belonged to farm families. 

In instances where one Spouse is a dalesfolk and the other 4? 
incomer there is a comparatively wide spread of both conjug 
Tole segregation and network interconnectedness. The relatively 
high number with segregated Conjugal role-relationships а0 
close-knit networks can possibly be accounted for by the fact that 
twelve of these sixteen couples are from farm families. 

When both spouses are dalesfolk they are much more likely {0 
have a close-knit social network (twenty-three couples) than ? 
medium-knit (four couples), ог а loose-knit one (three couples) 
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The conjugal role-relationships of these couples, however, do not 
show such a clear pattern: there are only fourteen couples with 
Marital role-segregation compared with seven with an inter- 
Mediate, and nine with a joint conjugal role-relationship. Geo- 
graphic mobility, therefore, seems to be an important variable 
related more to network connectedness than marital role- 
education, there were no instances of a segregated marital role- 
relationship, 


Educational level 

The Leadgill evidence with regard to educational level is fairly 
inconclusive. The overwhelming majority of spouses, especially 
dalesfolk, left school at the minimum leaving age. If both 
Spouses had spent the minimum statutory time in formal educa- 
tion this seemed to have little influence either upon network 
interconnectedness, or upon conjugal roles. Amongst the few 
Couples in which one or both had received some form of higher 
education, there were no instances of a segregated marital role- 
relationship. There is a high positive correlation between receipt 
Of higher education and following a professional or business 


Оссирайоп, however, which may possibly account for this find- 
ing, 


Stage of developmental cycle 
The Stage a family has reached in the developmental cycle 
Appears to have no significant influence upon either conjugal 
Telationships or network interconnectedness mone pn 
families, Similarly when the effect of geographic mobility is con- 
trolled there is no significant influence in the case of non-farm 
families, Bott’s married couples were all in the first part of the 
child-rearing stage of the family cycle (i.e. they had опе or more 
Children under ten years of age). Non-farm couples from Leadgill с 
the same stage provide an interesting comparison group 
(Table 4), A 
Differences between London data (Bott) and Leadgill data 


viously cannot be explained in terms of differences in the stage 


Of the developmental cycle. 
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Table 4 Conjugal Roles and Social Networks of Non-Farm 
Couples with Children under Ten Years of Age* С 


Conjugal role- Interconnectedness of social networks 


relationship Close-knit _ Medium-knit Loose-knit 
Segregated 3(1) 4(0) 2(0) 
Intermediate 4(0) 0(9) 2(0) 
Joint 4(0) 1 (0) 2(5) 


Total number of couples = 22 (15). 


*Bott’s figures in brackets for comparative purposes. 


5. Cosmopolitan or local orientations 
Finally, an analysis of the nine couples with a созторо 
orientation failed to reveal any single pattern of marital 104 
relationships or network interconnectedness, There was not о 
case in which both a close-knit network and a segregated a 
jugal role relationship coincided, but the pattern of marital си 
relationships (two segregated, two intermediate, five joint) @ 
the degree of network interconnectedness (two close-knit, rd 
medium-knit, four loose-knit) of these cosmopolitan couples 
appear to be influenced to a certain extent by occupation 4” 
geographic mobility. 


Summary and conclusion 


This paper, unlike the work of Udry and Hall (1965) and of 
Aldous and Straus (1966), is not claimed as a test of the ef 
hypothesis. Rather, the Leadgill data has been explored in oF | 
to see whether any useful Suggestions can be made for futu 
research, The general approach has been to examine а num 
of variables in addition to network connectedness and 4 е0“ 
of conjugal role-segregation. These variables, occupation, ia 
graphic mobility, educational level, local and созторо! ti 
Orientation, and phase in the developmental cycle of the domei 
group, were ones upon which at least some data were availa! 
and also ones which at an intuitive level seemed relevant 19 t 
analysis. ed 
In line with Bott’s hypothesis it was found that a mark 
Segregation of the sexes in activities involving network me™ 


244 Patterns of Interaction between Spouses 


i 


Not yet been any satisfactory test of the original Bott hı 


was invariably accompanied by marital role-segregation. In other 
cases, however, network conifectedness was not a good predictor 
of degree of conjugal role-segregation. Occupation appeared to be 
an important variable, and a tentative hypothesis was advanced 
that when husbands and wives both work in and around the 
home the form of the work relationship exerts a strong influence 
on the form of other aspects of the conjugal role-relationship. 
This hypothesis may or may not prove to be complementary to 
Bott’s hypothesis. A second variable, geographic mobility, 
appears to be related more closely to network connectedness than 
to а degree of conjugal role-segregation, and on this ground alone 
merits attention in future research. The evidence with regard to 
educational level, cosmopolitan local orientations, and stage of 
the developmental cycle was fairly inconclusive, but more 
systematic investigation is probably warranted. 

The difference between Bott’s results, the Leadgill results, and 
the two sets of American results may arise from methodological 
differences in respect of the operational definition of the key 
Variables, differences in sampling techniques — the ‘sample’ was 
Not drawn so as to be representative of a general population in 
any of the studies, or genuine differences in the local social 
Structure and styles of family life — i.e. the hypothesis may not 
hold in every community/neighbourhood context. 


One general conclusion which clearly emerges is that there has 


pothesis. 


A second conclusion which can be drawn from the examination 


Of the Leadgill data is that several variables other than degree of 
network connectedness and degree of conjugal role-segregation 
Might profitably be taken into account in any rigorous attempt to 
‘st the Bott hypothesis. In other words а multivariate rather than 
а bivariate research design is desirable. а 

In a multivariate research design the set of dependent variables 
Would concern the marital relationship. The independent 
Variables would include connectedness of social networks, size 
and composition of social networks, selected aspects of occupa- 
Чоп, degree of geographic mobility, stage of the developmental 
ees educational level, and cosmopolitan and local orientation, 

ides any additional variables which the researcher might 
Consider relevant, The systematic measurement and analysis of 
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the relationship between the variables outlined in the research 
design might also be accompanied“by an investigation into the 
mechanisms and processes by which the variables are linked опе 
to another. This is a challenging research problem. 
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18 W. G. Dyer 


Role’ Theory and Patterns of Conjugal Role-Relationships 


ә 


W.G. Dyer, ‘Analysing marital adjustment using role theory’, 
Marriage and Family Living, vol. 24, 1962, pp. 371-5. 


The forming of a new family constitutes a major change in the 
behavior patterns of the young man and young woman involved 
since they occupy now an entirely new status and role of husband 
and wife, Most of them are new to these roles and are inex- 
Perienced in adapting themselves to the demands of continually 
interacting with another personality. Role theory allows us more 
clearly to outline and understand the forms of adjustment that 
these persons in their new roles usually need to make relative to 
сасћ other. Following аге the major factors to be considered in 
Marital adjustment using role analysis as the basic framework.! 


Normative orientation 
The Way one behaves in his role in a social situation depe. 
arge measure on his understanding of the cultural norms, 
Standards of behavior that direct and orient his thinking about the 
Situation. The new husband and wife have learned over а period 
S Years as a result of experience in their own and other families, 
ac What they have read, seen or heard, what constitutes their 
“sic attitudes about family life. Some of these understandings 
1 mutually agreeable since they have been reared in a com- 
wil, Culture and these norms will be shared. Generally the couple 
Ш agree that the marriage should be monogamous, а ceremony 
Halt be performed before a legal official, and a Үш ei other 
ЊЕ Concerning marriage common in American си ae Ма 
ао ions аге that the shared norms are becoming establishe 
D und patterns of equality with some significant exceptions 
Yer, 1958), 


1 
Cha) 


nds in 
or 


: Бога more extensive treatment of these elements, see Newcomb (1950, 


Piers 8, 9, 13, 14 and 15). 
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pean Би ех- 
However, the husband and wife through eee a “ae 
perience in non-shared social systems may be oriente Е Т eae 
tive systems that may be conflicting or at least Саз that each 
Marriage partner. Nye and MacDougal (1960) жср апа 
family builds its own sub-culture; thus, the new кра а сей 
coming from different family sub-cultures are oriente band а 
set of different normative patterns. Since the new hus ы 
wife are still an important, if not а central, part of ae Pa pres- 
family system there will still be some internal and к mil û 
sures to conform to the norms of their particular a may 
Orientation. When we consider that the husband and wi 1itical 
also be oriented to different religious, social, regional and Кб. 
social systems or sub-cultures, it is apparent there is a Ta ПОП 
bility that the new husband and wife may be directed К БҮЛ 
shared normative patterns. Since conflicts, фаш these 
misunderstandings may arise out of behavior directed А Stir 
non-shared norms, adjustments of these disparate пог 
Orientations is important in marital adjustment. 4 hen we 
The situation of adjustment is further complicated w трай 
Consider that in addition to the Possibility that the new hu ative 
and wife are oriented and directed by non-shared пола 
systems, they may also have certain personal, idiosyncratic atta 
and practices. These behaviors are not normative in the site 
they are not a part of a shared system of cultural or sub-cu ait 
Patterns. They represent the individual reactions and ee, ac 
that have become more or less habitual with the person. ses) 
Person has his own individual components in the way he а 
keeps house, reacts to tension, etc, Where these individual 


ions irri fees ital part- 
tions irritate, conflict with or otherwise disturb the таг 
ner, some adjustment is necessary, 


Position-role 
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about one’s relative position or one’s status in the new arrange- 
Ment? and (b) an action element, or one’s role – what one is sup- 
Posed to do in the family. 

The concept of role has been used in two ways: (а) to represent 
the sum total of the expected behaviors, normatively defined, for 
а given position, and (b) in the plural to indicate the several 
different behavioral demands of a position, each expected be- 
havior being а role.3 

In the first conception, the man assumes the position of hus- 
Me nd and now has a generalized role composed of a number of 

nctions. In the second conceptualization, the man in his 
Position of husband has several roles, e.g. companion, breadwin- 
ner, handyman, etc. 

The important aspect of either conceptualization is that the 
busband and wife in their new positions have a range of duties that 

Normatively defined for them. The central problem of roles 
ane Ч from the condition that the new husband or wife are usually 
roles неее in these new roles and the definitions of these 
deri ave often not been worked out between them but have been 
Ота Separately from the other social systems to which they 

oriented before marriage. ы 
пик 5 role differs from one’s norms or personal preferences as 
Wik os by this example: it may be agreed that it is part of the 
па ЊЕ to prepare meals, but disagreements may pone as to 
nthi ind of meals should be prepared, how they are served, etc. 

н, 5 case there is role agreement, but disparity comes either from 
ne that arise out of different sub-culture norms or а, 
set Кооп preferences. Inasense the role represents a ee 
Кел оз within which are also found a cluster of more зрес ле 

Po Шуе and personal elements. Р 
пае ог status is never divorced from role and ae ОЕР 
terms ae of Position differences come as one performs р е їп 
Positi Of his perception of his position. If a husband feels his 

is tl has higher status, he usually transfers these feelings into 
е performance, If he is the higher status figure, then he often 
276-80) and Bates (1956) prefer the concept 


lace in a social system. 
the second con- 


2. 
о m Newcomb (1950, pp. 
© that of status in referring to one’s Р 


Hj OD ûs i а Bates uses 
“ePtualization, es role in the first sense an 
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thinks he should make the final decisions, give the orders, demand 
favors, etc. ы. 5 


~ 


Role expectations 

Not only does each marriage partner enter marriage with certain 
ideas as to how he should behave in his new position, but each 
has also certain expectations as to how the other person should 
behave in his (the other’s) role. Role expectations, then, are the 
ways one person feels the other should behave (see Parsons, 1951, 
p.38). In terms of the new marriage relationship, the new husband 
has some ideas as to how he should behave as a husband (his role) 
and he also has some idea as to how his wife should behave in 
her role (his role expectations of his wife). Conversely the wife 
has some definition of her role and certain expectations of her 
husband’s role. 

One problem in the matter of role behavior is focused in the 
question of role definitions >. role performance. There is often 4 
difference between what is agreed on as to what one should do and 
what one actually does. A husband and wife could both agree that 
itis part of the husband’s role to plan and carry out the recreational 
activities of the growing boys in the family. In actuality the hus- 
band does not do this. It could be maintained that the husband’s 
role is what he actually does in his position, but the expectations 
of the wife appear, at least at first in the marriage, to be derived 
from the definition of behavior that is agreed on between them. 

In marriage each partner probably starts out with certain 
expectations as to how husbands or wives in general ought tO 
behave and these generalized expectations are applied to the 
specific behavior of the other Partner. Later, part of the expecta- 
tions may be altered to include the specialized expectation © 
specific role elements derived out of their experience together. F on 
example, at first a wife may expect her husband to be a general 
handyman around the house (derived from her generalized & 
pectations) and is disappointed when he prefers to golf. Later an 
agreement may be reached that he must at least mow the law? 
wash the car and replace used light bulbs. If the husband does ° 
‘handyman’ type jobs at all he is violating a generalized expecta 


tion. If he fails to take out the garbage ће is not meeting 
specifically agreed on expectation. 


250 Patterns of Interaction between Spouses 


It should be pointed out that each partner usually has not only 
expectations of what зћоша фе done by the other but also how 
the particular function should be carried out. The wife may not 
only expect her husband to share in the household tasks but to do 
it in a cooperative, pleasant manner. Her expectations can be 
violated should he not perform the task or if he does it in a surly 
unpleasant way. 

A. R. Mangus (1957) in his article on mental health in the 
family, using a theoretical orientation very similar to the one used 

ere, points out that expectations may also be centered around a 
Conception of the marriage partner as a total personality. Each 
Partner usually has not only expectations of what and how the 
Other person should behave in his role, but also how the other 
Person should be as a person. Conflicts may come when one’s 
Self-perception does not agree with the perception of the marriage 
Partner. The husband may see himself as efficient, helpful, 
friendly while his wife sees him as stingy, suspicious and over- 

Caring, If the wife expects her husband to be a certain kind of 
Personality his behavior, manifesting symptoms of a contrary 
type, will elicit negative reactions from: her, The problem is 
intensified when he cannot understand why she sees him this way 

cause he sees himself so differently. A 

n important part of this analysis is to try to see expectations 

as attached to specific role functions rather than becoming 
8eneralized around the total person. Ifa wife sees her husband asa 
Certain kind of person, this may distort her perceptions of him іп 
all his role performances. Under these circumstances, adjustment 
2 the Sense to be described below may be difficult to achieve for 
а uncertain that the change of role performance on the part of 
| Usband will alter her perceptions of him as a total person, 
m ugh it may be argued that alterations in role performance 
eee be the most effective way for the wife to develop a new con- 

Ption of her husband. 


Sanctions 


5 i sos 

po ions are the rewards or punishments administered by one 

ot to another to the degree the other person meets ог fails 9 
t his role expectations. In the family situation, if the husband’s 


Ormance in his role meets the wife’s role expectations, she 
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will generally apply positive sanctions or rewards such as bi 
affection, good will, etc. If his rcle performance violates he 

expectations she will often apply negative sanctions — fears, 
quarreling or withdrawal of affection. 

It is generally the case, that human interactions move ana 
most smoothly if the following conditions exist: (a) if the pea 
interacting have a high level of agreement of norms and резо 
preferences; (b) if the parties involved agree as to the role defini 
tions and role expectations of each other; (с) if the role per- 
formance of one is in agreement with role expectations of the 
other and positive sanctions are the end result of the interaction. 


Marriage adjustment 


ider 
Using the above conceptual scheme, we may now consid 
marriage adjustment: 


Points of conflict 


Conflicts in the marriage situation may arise at the followin 
places in terms of the above schema: 


in 
1. If the norms and personal preferences of the husband аге ! 
conflict with those of the wife. 


ith the 
2. If the role performance of the husband does not agree with ён 
role expectations of the wife, 


Е le 
3. If the role performance of the wife does not agree with the ГО 
expectations of the husband, 


jage 
In each of the above cases dissatisfaction with the marrias 


relationship may occur with a resulting application of negat 
sanction. Negative sanctions may be directly or indirectly applies 
or these feelings of dissatisfaction may be repressed or Феи 
towards someone or Something else. The frustration-aggress! 

hypothesis could be applied here as each of these points 9 
conflict could be sources of frustration (Dollard et al., 1939). ` 


Possible methods of adjustment 


In each of the above conflict situa 


зл тоб 
tions, there are certain kinds 
adjustments available: 


+ er 
1. In conflict point 1, the couple needs to clarify to each oth 
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their norms or personal preferences so that each knows exactly 
the poift of view of the other? This of necessity involves mature 
and extensive communication. To the degree the disparity be- 
tween norms is translated intoerole performance the following 
adjustments would be more applicable. 

2. In conflict situations 2 and 3, the possibility of adjustment are 
the same: 

(a) The husband (or wife) can change his role performance 
completely to meet the role expectations of his partner. 

(b) The husband (or wife) can change his role expectations 
Completely to coincide with the role performance of the part- 
пег, 

(с) There сап be а mutual adjustment, each partner altering 
Some. The husband (or wife) can alter his role to a degree and the 
Partner alters his role expectations to a similar degree so that role 
Performance and role expectations are compatible. In each of the 
above cases the end result is an agreement between role per- 
Ormance and role expectations. 

3. There is also another type of adjustment possible. In some 
Cases the couple might recognize a disparity between role per- 
formance and role expectations or between norms and also 
acknowledge that change is difficult or impossible and could 
„48700 to disagree’, In such cases the one partner recognizes and 
Tespects the position of the other without accepting or adjusting 
0 it. This pattern of ‘agreeing to disagree’ is not adjustment in 
о Same sense as the others listed above. The CAE у сод 

т both partners agreeing that a certain area is ‘out of bounds 
45 far as the application of sanctions are concerned. There is not 
change in behavior but some change in expectations in that each 
LOW expects certain areas not to be raised as issues and that no 

Metions will be applied over these ‘out of bounds’ issues. This 
ea adjustment may be possible in certain areas of married 

Ut some areas may be too vital to the relationship not to have 


те | 
ached one of the other types of adjustment. 
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Some problems in adjustment 
Public v. private adjustment 


The above model emphasizes the actual outward, public bela 
of the couple as the essence of adjustment. Complete adjustmen 
would obtain only if the change їй behavior were accompanied у 
а mental state of ‘feeling good’ about the change in behavior. - 
a husband changed his role performance to meet his wi 
expectations publicly, adjustment would appear to occur, Е. 
privately he could resent “giving in’ to her and transfer this resen! 


7 5 ; ot’ 
ment into areas other than that around which the ‘adjustme 
took place,4 


The need for feedback 


An almost universal element in the process of change of social 
behavior is that of feedback – the receiving of information by с 
person from others about the effect of his behavior upon t 12 
others. It is difficult, if not impossible, for one partner to ken i 
exactly how he is Violating the expectations of the other if t 


К 
other does not respond with adequate feedback. Often feedbac 
Cues are given out by 


Cues, misinterpret the 
clearly in an atmosp 
‘defensive’ (Gibb, 1959), Th 
tions and feedback a 


Р 
У feelings of inad to how to proce’ 
lack of what might be UES опеї 


ıt be an appropriate time, or feelings that rtnet 
Not really sure ће 15 ‘right’ about his own criticism of the Ра pas 
Often one learns of the Expectations of others and how ће 


Or has not met these expectations only via a trial-and-error 
Methods or in a sudden outburst of feeling when the other feels 
oul take it any longer’. Neither of these conditions of feed- 

Maximize the opportunity for mutual sharing of data in an 
atmosphere of helpfulness where the feedback has the best 
Opportunity of being perceived as being helpful to the total 
Telationship, 


Adjustment у,“ making-up’ 
ЫШ шешн has been discussed above in terms of bringing into 
еи the behavior of one person with the expectations of 
ег accompanied by a feeling of acceptance of the modified 
а rr by the one who makes the adjustment. A phenomena 
кук in many cases of marital discord is the subsequent 
feel; ok making-up’. This is usually a process of repairing the 

Ing of unity and cohesion between the couple. 

ee an examination of a number of case studies it appears 
adjusts, Possible for a couple to ‘make-up’ without achieving #54 
{чок аи in the sense described above. The Ме 
betwe, ations often results in a feeling of discord and hosti iy 
or Күп the couple. In a moment of mutual sympathy and ae 
‘kiss st actions, the couple may beg each others forgiveness 5 у 
у tionshin make up’. This puts them back in She si 
expe rae each other, but since no modification о either 
ы. ation or behavior has occurred, the disruption may occur 
1t is also possible for adjustment to occur without a resulting 


Терди. | 
ie па of the emotional state of unity. It would seem that this 
үа uld occur less frequently, particularly if there were also a pri- 
мү f the mutual agree- 


Ment ing of adjustment, since the result 0 are 
Of expectation and behavior should be а response of positive 
Sanction, 

а ч terms of reinforcement learning theory it seems essential that. 
5 Odification of either expectations ог behavior on the part of 
Ў Partner be rewarded by the other (Miller and Dollard, 1941). 

© not only needs to find out what one does ‘wrong, but also 


г to what has been called 


Sree у 
У This trial-and-error’ learning is simila: 
f subjects to respond to ге- 


„Орег; we i 
1 Reine Conditioning’ — the subtle learning О! 
8 stimuli, see Verplanch (1957, pp- 127-36). 
"т 


W. G. Dyer 255 


i ivi iti ions 
what one does right. The continual giving of positive sanci 
may be a necessary part of marital adjustment. 


Role conflict and adjustment 


In a previous paper, the author has outlined some of the о 
tions in role conflict (Dyer, 1960). Basic to the problem z H 
conflict is the paradoxical condition that in performing a role y 
same response brings both reward and punishment. A гү р 
religious wife who meets her husband’s expectations by 8 and 
skiing with him on Sunday may violate the expectations she aa 
others may hold about her role as church member. The Wee 
of going skiing brings both reward and punishment — reward ЈЕ 
husband and punishment from self through feelings: of Ei 
recrimination of having violated another role one has intern 
ized. 

A marital partner may also find himself in conflict because ОЁ 
differing expectations a: 
The young wife may 
mother-in-law each 
should perform her 
husband’s expectati 
others. It is apparen 
especially when еас 
Sometimes it is po 
Tole. Sometimes о; 
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ality’, i.e. certain temperament factors, conceptions of self, 
important self-other needs, ‘etc. The changing of one’s role 
behavior or expectations may demand personal adjustments that 
are extremely difficult. One’s level of maturity will also be an 
Important factor determining the capability of one to make 
adjustments. 

2. The above outline does not suggest which of the types of con- 
flict is most frequent nor which of the types of adjustment is 
€asiest. More research is needed in the area of marital adjustment 
Using this schema. It is, however, a commonly held position that 
It is easier to change one’s role expectations than to change 
another’s behavior. 


3. It should be noted that there are other methods available for 
the reduction of conflict in marital situations without actually ad- 
Justing in the sense defined above – that is, the marriage partners 
БАК ing some alteration of norms, roles or role expectations. 
his avenue generally is the alteration of the situation that may be 
fostering certain role behaviors or expectations. For example, if 
conflict occurs between a husband and wife because he spends 
(00 much time with a group of old cronies (his behavior thus 
yj ating her expectations), a change in residence may put so much 
distance between husband and friends that the situation 15 
aoe and the husband now spends time with his wife. However, 
Since no adjustment was expected in this area it is always possible 
“husband may make a new set of ‘cronies’. 


а he marital situation is often changed by such actions as 

ving, changing jobs, having a baby, family disasters, etc. 
© altered situation may actually eliminate the point of conflict 
Pethaps bring about a reappraisal of role or expectations 
“ading to adjustment as discussed herein. 


or 


References 


А . 
EL. (1956), ‘Position, role and status: reformulation of 


с 3 
Downe » Social Forces, vol. 34, pp. 313-21. 
тес J., et al. (1939), Frustration and Aggression, 
x ) б а; + 
аб. (1958), ‘The institutionalization of equalitarian family 


Ro: > 
MS", Мат iage and Family Living, vol. 20, Pp- 53-8. 


Yale University 


ү. С. Dyer 257 


Dyer, W. G. (1960), ‘Looking at conflict’, Adult Leadership, 
September. х а 

GIBB, J. К. (1959), Factors Producing Defensive Behavior with Groups, 
VI, Final Technical Report, Office of Naval Research, Nonr-2285 (ОЛ). 

KELMAN, Н. С. (1956), ‘Three processes of acceptance of social 
influence: compliance, identification and internalization’, paper read at 
the meeting of the American Psychological Association, Chicago, 
Illinois, 30 August. 

Manaus, А. К. (1957), ‘Family impacts on mental health’, Marriage 
and Family Living, vol. 19, pp. 256-62, 

MILLER, N. E., and DOLLARD, J. (1941), Learning and Imitation, 
Yale University Press. 

Newcome, Т. М. (1950), Social Psychology, Dryden Press. 

Nye, I., and MacDouGat, E. (1960), ‘Do families have 
sub-cultures?’, Sociology and Social Research, Vol. 44. 

Parsons, T. (1951), The Social System, Free Press, 

VERPLANCH, W. S. (1957), ‘The Operant, from rat to man: some recent 
experiments in human behavior’, in Е, L. Hartley and 
К. E. Hartley (eds.), Outside Reading in Psychology, Crowell. 


258 Patterns of Interaction between Spouses 


19 R. O. Blood and D. M. Wolfe 


Resources and Family Task Performance 


Excerpts from R, О. Blood and D. M. Wolfe, Husbands and Wives: 
The Dynamics of Family Living, Free Press and Collier-Macmillan, 
1960, pp. 68-9, 57-68. 


When any new group of people first come together, there is a 
period of tentative trial-and-error searching out of the pattern of 
who will do what. At first, no one knows how his own skills 
compare with those of other group members. If the tasks аге. 
strange, there is all the more necessity for various members of 
the group to try them out before it is eventually discovered who is 
best at each. As such discoveries are made, each person comes to 
perform those tasks for which he has the greatest skill and other 
resources. This process of eventual specialization results from 
what economists tall ‘the principle of least effort’ — whoever 
can get results with the least effort tends to perform that task. He 
himself finds greatest satisfaction in doing so, and the others 
more and more defer to his competence. As a result, he plays an 
increasingly specialized role as time goes on. 
` In the case of the family, role differentiation has a head start — 
even for newly-weds. From early childhood the bride and groom 
have observed the standardized model of their own parents and of 
parents generally — the model of traditional role differentiation 
along sex lines, In the process of being brought up, there has 
usually been explicit training — especially for the girl — for the 
tasks that she will perform when she becomes a wife and mother 
in her own right. So by both informal and formal socialization, 
the husband and wife have been prepared to enter marriage with 
similar expectations about how they will divide up their duties. 
Despite this preliminary preparation, there is still something in 
marriage of that initial tentativeness which characterizes all new 
groups. For one thing, the role expectations the partners bring 
to marriage are not likely to coincide in every respect. Some tasks 
crop up which both partners expected to be their own — the money 
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and bills, for example. Other tasks may be mutually wished upon 
the partner — such as taking out the garbage. Discrepancies in 
role expectations produce a period of Alphonse-and-Gdston 
tugging and hauling before a settled pattern emerges. 

Moreover, few modern young people come to marriage com- 
pletely rehearsed in the tasks of keeping house. The less well 
trained the partners, the more they must engage in mutual ex- 
perimentation. The proverbial hard-as-a-rock first buns may well 
lead to husbandly advice, collaboration in reading the recipe, or 
even a temporary change of cooks if he has been ‘baching’ it 
before marriage. Likewise, husbands who have never repaired a 
broken lamp cord before are apt to find someone looking over 
their shoulder, proffering assistance, Г: 


Resources for getting things done 


Nothing could be more pragmatic and non-ideological than the 
sheer availability of one Partner to do the household tasks. This 
is precisely what seems to be the prime determinant of the division 
of labor. ч 
If the dishes need washing and the lawn needs mowing, s¢ 

body must do it. As far as the needs of the family are concerned, 
what matters is not who does it but that someone does it. As long 
as the option is equally available to either partner, the work is 
usually done along traditional lines. Ви 


ї if circumstances arise 
which make it impossible for 


the customary performer to do his 
duty, the ‘show must go on’. In this sense, every husband is @ 
“stand in’ for his wife, and every wife for her husband. It is true 
that he may not have learned her lines very well or consciously 
Prepared himself for this emergency. But when the emergency 
arises, he is under pressure to take over her roles lest the household 
functioning break down. Not every spouse rises to the occasion, 
but the moral Pressure and the practical urgency are there. If he 
doesn’t, he Presumably must face the criticism of the incapa- 


his own conscience as well. 


Ordinarily, it is appropriate 


1. The rest of the selection looks at some of the factors which influence 
the precise patterns of task performance which are adopted. [Ed.] 
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that the husband do the male tasks and the wife the feminine ones, 
because, these tie in efficiently with masculine constitutions and 
feminine child-bearing. But in extraordinary circumstances, it is 
appropriate for the alternate partner to come to the rescue of his 
overburdened or unavailable spouse even if it means playing an 
unfamiliar role, Г 


Time as a resource. Availability is partly a matter of space, partly 
of time. To be able to help out at home, an individual must be 
home. So, factors which keep the husband or wife away from 
home reduce his or her participation in household tasks. But 
even if both partners are home, they are not always equally 
available. The husband may be home in body but not in mind, 
his thoughts preoccupied with occupational responsibilities. Such 
a husband is not likely to be much use to his wife. Or the wife may 
be so heavily burdened with child-care responsibilities that she 
just plain runs out of time. Then the only way of getting the work 
done 15 to tap the husband’s time. 


Farm and city schedules. Differential availability seems to explain 
why farm wives do so much more housework than city wives. 
Superficially one might expect farm husbands to do more around 
the house because they don’t have to leave homé to go to work. 
Yet Table 1 shows farm husbands doing less of everything except 
‘the farm-relevant account keeping and shovelling a path to the 
barn. Not only do farm wives do more feminine tasks but they 
even do more of the other two masculine tasks. (The small 
differences shown in this table are compounded at the other end 
Of the scale where only 44 per cent of the farmers do all the lawn 
mowing compared to 66 per cent of the city husbands, while the 
City husbands similarly edge out the farmers on exclusive home 
repairing, 73 per cent to 55 per cent.) 

In the aggregate, these differences add up to a much larger per- 
centage of farm’ wives who do more than half of the tasks all by 
themselves. Whereas only 39 per cent of the city wives handle this 
many tasks, 70 per cent of the farm wives are found at this hard- 
working end of the continuum. 

The fact that farm wives perform more of both female and male 
tasks explains why there is а rural-urban difference in the amount 
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of work done without a difference in the aggregate conformity to 
traditional norms. Although farm wives adhere more closely to 
the traditional pattern on feminine tasks, they more often invade 
the masculine sphere, producing low masculine stereotypy. 

How can this rural diligence be explained? Since farm couples 
are comparatively unstereotypet? on male tasks, the differential 
output can hardly be attributed to rural conservatism. Perhaps 
some people would say city wives are spoiled, but does that mean 
rural husbands аге, too? Surely not. 

The very confidence with which it can be said that the American 
farmer is no slouch provides a clue to the mystery. In many ways, 
farm work is like women’s work – it’s never done. Not only is there 
an endless amount of painting, fence mending and wood chipping 
that could be done on the typical farm, but it’s always so near at 
hand that it provides the husband with counterclaims to any 
demands that might come from the wife. The typical city worker 
leaves his job behind when he punches the time clock at 5.00. 
While this allows him more leisure, it also leaves him morally 
defenseless when there are tasks to be done at home. 

If this interpretation is correct, the farmer’s perennial in- 
volvement in his work makes him relatively unavailable for house- 
hold tasks, whereas the city husband’s separation from his place 
of work makes him highly available for part-time ‘employment’ 
at home.2 


Urban occupations. Urban husbands differ among themselves, 
however, in the extent to which they leave their jobs behind. 
Generalizations about separation of work-place and residence 
apply primarily to blue-collar workers since they seldom have 
Teason to be preoccupied with business problems in their spare 
time. The boss, however, doesn’t have it so easy. As an executive, 
he has problems to solve that plague him over the weekend and 
keep him awake nights. Even if he doesn’t bring his paper work 
home in the proverbial briefcase, his mind will not easily forget. 
So, whether working late at the office, figuring in his study, or 
Puzzling over a problem in his easy chair, the responsible execu- 
tive is unavailable for housework. The more responsible he is, the 
less available he becomes — for the means to promotion is оуег- 
2. For a more extended discussion of this question see Blood (1958). 
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time work, and the consequence of promotion is more overtime 
work. 

In Detroit, the differences between entire occupational groups 
are minor, although the business and professional group does 
have the highest task performance by the wife (5-49)3 and the 
low-blue-collar group the least (5:20). The big difference between 
city husbands is not between occupations as such but reflects the 
amount of involvement of the husband in his occupation. 


Occupational preoccupation. Two measures of the husband’s 
success in his occupation are available. The first is the amount of 
income he earns. Presumably the more-time and energy a man 
invests in his job, the more he is financially rewarded. 


Table 2 Household Task Performance, by Husband’s Income 


Husband's income 


Under $3000 $7000 $10,000+ 
$3000 –6999 –9999 
Wife’s mean task 
performance 5-11 5-27 5-65 6:21 
Number of | 
families 61 357 86 52 


The evidence from Table 2 is unmistakable: high-income hus- 
bands do less work around the house. Tt is important to remember 
that this is not just because wealthy men hire gardeners to mow the 
lawn. Since this is the relative division of labor between husband 
and wife, for everything the Successful man does less of, his wife 
does correspondingly more. She, too, of course, may have more 
servants and more labor-saving devices to cut down on her own 
household tasks, But the rise in her index of task performance 

3. The couples interviewed were asked about performance of eight tasks: 
Tepairs around the house, lawn mowing, snow shovelling, keeping track of 
money and bills, grocery shopping, getting husband’s breakfast, tidying the 
living room when visitors were expected and washing up in the evening. On 
each of these the couple was Placed on а five-point scale from wife always 
(scored 5) to husband always (scored 1). The task performance scores given 
in brackets are the means of these aggregated individual task scores set, 85 
are all other scores, on a ten-point scale. The first three tasks are considered 
to be traditional male tasks, the last four, traditional female tasks. [Ed.] 
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shows that the housework as a whole becomes increasingly her 
responsibility because her husband is so absorbed in his career. 


Table 3 Household Task Performance, by Husband’s 
Intergenerational Occupational Mobility 


Husband's intergenerational mobility 
Downward Stable Upward 


Wife's mean task performance 5:10 5:28 5:67 
Number of families 162 176 207 


A second measure of occupational success involves comparing 
the husband's occupation with that of his father before him. 
Those who now hold a better job have been ‘upward mobile’, in 
Comparison to those who have stayed in the same occupational 
Stratum or moved downward. 

The differences shown in Table 3 are not great but they sub- 
Stantiate the generalization that the more successful the husband 
is in his occupation, the less the wife can count on his help at 
home. Not that successful husbands disdain household tasks — 
they are just too busy being successful to have the time. [...] У 


Job-involved wives. So far, only the husband’s involvement outside 
the home has been mentioned. But since many wives also work, 
both partners’ employment influences their availability for house- 
hold tasks, 

Table 4 shows a striking difference between wives who are not 
employed (and therefore fully available for household tasks) and 
those whose jobs take them out of the home. When the wife is 
away most of the day (nearly all working wives in Detroit have 
full-time jobs), she faces the potential burden of two jobs: paid 
work plus housework. Under these circumstances, the husband 
feels obliged to help out more at home and takes over an 
appreciably larger share of the housework. The working wife still 
has a more strenuous life than the housewife, no doubt, but the 
husband may come to her rescue sufficiently to cushion the 

4. Occupations were rated on the National Opinion Research Center's 
Scale of occupational prestige. ‘Stable’ husbands were those who had not 
Moved more than five percentile points from their father’s rating. 
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physical strain on her and to minimize resentment against him. 

However, his ability to соте to her aid depends on the extent to 
which he works himself. If he is home all the time, the three 
cases in Table 4 suggest that he can pretty much take over the 
housework even if he is unable.to hold a regular job. But if he 
has two jobs himself (as many overtime husbands do), there will 
be less reason and less possibility for him to help out with the 
wife’s second area of responsibility. 

The comparative availability of the husband has the same effect 
when the wife is not working — but it makes less difference then. 
If the wife is home all the time, she can do her traditional tasks 
without much help from the husband. Even if he’s home full-time 
(as when neither partner works), he is not likely to invade her 
Sphere as long as she is capable of doing her own traditional work. 
Most non-working couples involve a husband who has retired but 
Spends his time largely in pottering around rather than in doing 
half of the housework. 

This suggests a limitation on the principle of comparative 
availability: under conditions of strain, tasks will be reallocated in 
the direction of the more available partner. From this point of 
View, the full-time housewife whose husband is employed full- 
time is the normal pattern. She has full-time to devote to the 
feminine tasks and he has his spare time in which to get around to 
the masculine tasks. 

When the husband retires, there is no additional strain on the 
division of labor because the wife still has plenty of time to get 
her work done. Only if she takes a job does a stay-at-home hus- 
band come under pressure to change his role. 

On the other hand, if the husband works evenings and week- 
ends, it may be difficult for him to accomplish even the traditional 
male tasks – so the wife who is home all the time may find herself 
taking over his tasks. 

For the husband to work overtime puts less strain on the tradi- 
tional division of labor than for the wife to go outside the home to 
Work. This is a simple question of the number of hours in the 
Week. Husbands rarely put in as much as forty hours overtime but 
this is the usual outside investment of the wife who goes to work. 

е ability of the husband to respond to this major deficit in his 
Wife’s time budget may be seen by comparing the size of the 
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changes in household Participation according to the varying 
amounts of time the husband has available. Overtime husbands, 
with the least time to spare, still manage to squeeze out a ee 
shift in task performance of 1-15 points in response to the тай 
alteration of the wife’s daily schedule when she works. u 
husbands with a normal complement of spare time shift we. 
more (2-17 points difference), while men retired from the labo 
market make the biggest shift of all (3:31 points). иб be 
To summarize: (a) the more the conventional division of la = 
is disrupted, the more tasks must ђе reallocated; and (b) tas | 
are re-assigned to the other partner in proportion to the amoun 
of time he has available, А 35 
Comparison of two-income and one-income families by Черт a 
of stereotypy in the allocation of tasks shows that workin Tam 
families depart appreciably from traditional гојез,5 However, t i 
over-all difference holds primarily for families where the na 
band’s income is less than $5000. At this low income level, 32 рон 
cent of the two-income families but only 15 per cent of the va 
income families haye unstereotyped roles (less than half of t 
tasks done in the traditional manner), а 
Do higher income families have more resources with which ү 
adapt to the strain of the wife going to work? Perhaps ee 
financial position enables them to employ substitute tas 


performers under the supervision of the traditional partner ап 


К ег 
to mechanize the latter’s work sufficiently to enable her to do he 
tasks in what little time is 


ae j- 
available. Apparently, then, it is ел 
ally at low-income levels that the wife’s departure leaves 


alternative but for the husband to pitch in and help out. и 
Actually, total role stereotypy is an ambiguous way of looking 

at changes which reflect the lessened availability of one partne! 

A decrease in the availability of one partner tends to reduce 


Se а, 
stereotypy in his role area but to increase it in the partner’s are 


This occurs in farm families where the husband’s lessened availa- 


in 
extra pressure on husbands of working 
Ў 8 is 
5. The authors are indebted to Buse (1955) for preliminary analysis of th! 
area. 
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wives caused them to help their wives out more with feminine 
tasks at the same time that they do more of their own tasks. The 
result is that two-income families are more stereotyped in the 
masculine area and less so in the feminine area. This dual shift 
occurs at both low and high income levels, though not quite 
symmetrically. Above $5000, the wife’s working prompts the 
husband to do more of his own tasks, with the net result that 
high-income marriages move slightly in the traditional direction 
Оп total stereotypy. Lower-income husbands, however, not only 
increase their masculine work, but move even more substantially 
into the female area, producing a net shift away from general 
Stereotypy. 

It is incorrect, therefore, to say that two-income families are 
more companionable than one-income families in their division 
of labor. To be sure they share the bread-winning responsibility. 
They also share the feminine tasks. But they do not share the 
masculine tasks as much. The net result is greater equality in 
decision-making between husband and wife, and more participa- 
tion by the husband in the total task of running the household — 
but not more collective participation in all task areas. Rather, the 
wife drops out of the husband’s task areas as he moves into 
hers.6 

Examination of the various tasks in relation to the wife’s 
¿»employment shows that husbands help out more with the working 
wife’s home-centered tasks (getting the breakfast, doing the 
dishes, and picking up the living room) but the wife continues to 
do just as much of the grocery shopping. There her time shortage 
May be offset by the ease of shopping on the way home from 
Work. On the other hand, the husband gets less of the working 
wife’s help with his outdoor tasks (snow зћоуеШпа, lawn mow- 
ing), but there is no shift in household repairing. Perhaps the 
latter depends so much on technical skill that only the competent 
Partner can do it. All the time in the world doesn’t help if one 
lacks the know-how. 

In keeping track of the money and bills, the distinction lies not 

tween wives who are currently employed and those who are 


( 6. This modifies Kligler’s conclusion that working-wife families are con- 
Sistently less bound by traditional lines separating husband—wife domains in 
the Performance of traditional roles (1954). 
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home but between those who have ever worked and those who” 
never have since marriage, Apparently participation in Ше world 
of work trains the wife in financial competence which is reflected 
in keeping the books (and making financial decisions) long after 
she quits working. Again, skill seems more important than time in 
this administrative task. 

To summarize, husbands of working wives can expect to help 
Out more in the home and get less help themselves outside the 
home — except where tasks are so technical in nature that the 
relative competence of the two partners matters more than their 
availability. The case of the working wife, therefore, requires 
further modification of the general thesis to say that families 
differ in their-division of labor according to how easy it is for 
either partner to do it. Ease is a combination of time and skill. 
Another way of putting it would be to return to the concept of 
resources. Time is a resource for getting work done. So is skill. 
Hence, the division of labor is determined by the comparative 


resourcefulness of the two Partners in accomplishing the necessary 
household tasks, ы] 


Skill as а resource. Skill is тоге important than time in determin- 
ing whether the husband or t 


» Whichever partner has more education keeps 
track of the money and bi 


husband’s occupational level), 
Table 5 Wife’s Financial Task 


Performance, 
by Husband’s Income 


Husband’s income 
Under $3000 $500) 57000 
$3000 -4999 6999 одод 610,000+ 


Wife’s mean financial 
task performance* 3-20 3-32 


330 311 2:88 
Number of families 70 181 


198 88 57 


*Keeping track of ће money and bills, 
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Of even greater significance, however, is the husband’s income. 
Once ће gets above $7000 a Year and especially when ће gets over 
$10,000, he assumes the financial responsibility more often. Be- 
low $7000, most of the money goes for groceries and other sub- 
Sistence items anyway. But when income exceeds this level, 
Problems of investment and savings arise which swing insurance 
decisions to the husband. When money gets to be this plentiful 
and decisions about it correspondingly complicated, the suc- 
cessful husband’s extra experience with money becomes doubly 
valuable. 
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Family Roles and Work Roles 


R. Rapoport and R. Rapoport, ‘Work and family in contemporary 
society’, American Sociological Review, vol. 30, 1965, pp. 381-94. 


In traditional societies, work and family structures tend to be 
linked as parts of an integrated cultural whole sustained by 4 
complex web of social controls, so that the relations between work 
and family life in any individual case are primarily a matter of 
degree of conformity to a dominant cultural norm. In contem- 
porary urban society, life patterns tend to be segmented and 
norms are heterogeneous, but the relations between work and 
family life are not unstructured, i.e. an infinite variety of 
arrangements, subject only to the individual’s wishes, does not 
exist. Cultural, social-structural and personal regularities interact 
to determine the ways in which work and family life affect one 
another. Our concern here is to detect some of the regularities. 
We propose to do so by studying a process whereby the structure 
of interrelationship is established rather than by attempting tO 
sort out the permutations and combinations of structures charac- 
terizing work—family relations. 

The process we have in mind is that of task accomplishment. 
We are concerned specifically with the intrinsic stimuli presented 
to individuals at critical role transitions in the life cycle. we 
suggest that certain tasks are inherent in each such transition, 


and that the pattern of dealing with them affects subsequent 
structuring of work—family interrelations,1 


1. Our psycho-social approach to critical role transitions has roots in both 
social science and psychiatry, and like-minded efforts are currently being 
made in Harvard’s Laboratory of Community Psychiatry. For example, cf. 
Caplan (1961, 1964). Based to some extent on the work of Lindeman? 
(1944) Caplan’s work supports and is complementary to several basic socia! 
science research programs. Recent Published work in the family researc! 


program includes the following: Rhona Ra о; а Rhona 
Rapoport and Robert Rapoport (1964). лоп 
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After considering some of the prevailing theoretical issues 
implici? or explicit in the réleyant professional literature, we 
shall apply the task-accomplishment framework to one critical 
life-cycle role transition — the formation of the conjugal family 
unit through marriage — in one.occupational group — profes- 
sional technologists at the point of completing their university 
training. 


Current issues of work-family interrelations 
The relations between work and family life have seldom been 
Studied explicitly, for specialists in family sociology, kinship, 
industrial sociology and occupational psychology have tended to 
treat each of these areas as a relatively closed sub-system. It is as 
though family structure, organization and functioning depended 
entirely on factors associated with the family and the individual 
Personalities within it, while the organization and functioning of 
Work groups could be explained exclusively in terms of the work 
Situation,2 

Those who ћауе considered the relations between these two 
Spheres of life have generally been concerned with one or more of 
the following theoretical points: 
1. Family and work have become increasingly differentiated in 
Our society, due to the specialization of work roles and the im- 
Portance of universalistic norms in contemporary society. 


2, Work and family roles vary in their relative salience in the 
lives of their incumbents. In general the professions require 
thestrongest commitment of theirincumbentsand therefore poten- 


2 Exceptions include Caplow (1954). Caplow is concerned on the one 
and with the way in which a man’s occupation locates his family in the 
Social class system and, on the other hand, with the difficulties married 
Women encounter in reconciling occupational and familial roles. Fitting 
together work and family life has long been seen as a ‘problem’ for women 
ut not for men. Here we concentrate on situations in which only the 
husband is employed, but our conceptualization would encompass the 
entire Tange of situations. A comparable precursor from the family vantage 
Point is Angell (1936). This book reflects a common tendency to see work- 
family interrelations as problematic when severe disturbance occurs in one 
Sphere ог the other. We concentrate on the processes of patterned inter- 
action in ‘normal’ situations here, but our conceptualization applies as well 
to the more traumatic and unpredictable crises. 
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i i ional nt. 
tially compete most with family roles for emotional invol ae 
Salience of work as a positive area of personal’ со 


x f jal class- 
itment tends to decline as one descends in the social cl 
hierarchy. 9 


3. Work and family modes of interaction tend to be ш 
they affect each other in such а way as to induce similar srusen 
patterns in both spheres. Heteromorphism also occurs frequen у 
however, particularly in occupations that lack salience or а 
highly threatening for their incumbents. 


4. The life-cycle stage affects relations between work and ШУ 
life. The situation at the beginning of marriage, for ех 
differs from what it is at the time of rearing small children, an Г 
an early point in the work career, from what it is at retirement 
Furthermore, whether a critical transition in one sphere (e.8: 
marriage) precedes, coincides with or follows a critical event 


: 4 ations 
the other (e.g. graduation from college), it also affects relatio 
between family life and work. 


The differentiation of work from family roles has long Бес 
recognized as fundamental to the evolution of contemporary 
society. At the simplest levels of social organization, the division 
of labor that held for work closely paralleled that of the family. 
The primitive band, for instance, was both a food-producing a 
consumption unit, and its members tended to be kin. Сш 


і Wade Sere 
describes the situation associated with the ideal-typical {10 
society: 


Among the most primitive peoples ... life is all of a piece. It is not 
split, as it is for a vast majority of the habitants of Western Europe вра 
America, into what one does to earn a living — called work — and wha 
one does during the rest of the time (1949, pp. 41-7). 


Thus, activities in both spheres are subject to the same o 
arching cultural beliefs and values, and the significance of ар 
event or object in one sphere is comprehensible only with referen®? 
to the other sphere as well. Firth expresses this notion well wit 
reference to the value of a cow in African tribal cultures: 

The value of a cow in Afri 
yield of milk, flesh, hide, 
this must be added the 


its 
ican culture cannot be reckoned by what а 
horns, etc. will bring оп the market, but a 
non-economic values of their importance 
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displays of wealth, their part in initiating or marrying a son, their place 
in ritual Sacrifice (1938).3 ^ 
ә 


These tightly integrated and peryasive norms and values accom- 
pany a relatively rudimentary division of labor. Under these 
Conditions (characterized by Durkheim as solidarité mécanique), 
everyone did pretty much what everyone else did. Major social 
segments based on the differentiation of productive economic 
Toles developed only after a series of technological revolutions 
made possible large concentrations of people, storage of predic- 
table food supplies, etc. 

Because more diversified normative patterns tended to develop 
in various segments of society associated with this differentiation 
Of occupational roles, family structure was necessarily affected. 
But the logic of modern industrial enterprise called for separation 
of familial considerations from those of the industrial undertaking. 
Weber, among others, called attention to this as one of the 
essential conditions for the formal rationality of capital accounting 
In any modern productive enterprise. He notes, among other 
factors, the importance of ‘The most complete possible separa- 
tion of the enterprise and its conditions of success or failure from 
the household or private budgetary unit and its property interests” 
(Weber, 1947). Smelser (1959) has analysed the actual process of 
differentiation in some detail, elucidating some of the changes in 
the English textile industry in the eighteenth and nineteenth 
Centuries that led to enduring structural changes in relations 
between work and family life.4 Initially weaving and associated 
tasks were performed by family members in the service of family 
Subsistence As textile production had increasingly to be geared to 
а cash market and to compete with similar operations elsewhere, 


3. We do not mean to imply that cultural traits in the Western. societies 

аге not adumbrated with values and meanings from other spheres (e.g. in 
Merican society, the social and psychological significance of driving а 

large, late-model car) but that the degree of functional interdependence 
among the spheres tends to be less in Western than in tribal societies. 

4. Goode (1964) notes that since the Second World War the leaders of 
Countries wishing to facilitiate industrialization have introduced legal 
changes, well ahead of public opinion, to create family patterns more com- 
Patible with the demands of urban and industrial life (p. 2). Also see Goode 

963) for an analysis of world-wide patterns of change in family life under 
© Impact of technological change. 
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problems of efficiency became more salient, which ш 
specialization of function апі the selection of en 5 
according to competence rather than traditional kinship E 
and obligations vis-à-vis thé entrepreneur. O a 
success came increasingly to depend on assigning specific jobs з 
the most competent individuals available, regardless of sen 
mental or familial connexions. и: 
Throughout this over-all development, however, опе oe 
enterprise has succeeded partly because family терү ая 
special commitments and loyalties to one another. Under fa a 
able conditions some family firms have flourished throughout ~ 
industrial revolution and in various national-cultural ey, 
And among the executives of large corporations, work and fa 
life are intermingled to a degree reminiscent of pre-industr A 
revolution times, not only in the great family firms of aes 
(whose astonishing growth since the Second World War a, 
tradicts predictions based on the notion that family пр 5 
in industrial management is disadvantageous), but in the U. ў 
as well. If Whyte’s (1956) observations аге accurate, advance a 
in a large firm often hinges on the way ап individual's V 
behaves and on her attitudes and values.5 Industrial шайл а б 
is susceptible to the wife’s influence, for she may influence e 
husband’s orientation to problems of human relations, and И 
willingness to work late hours, to move his household, and so 0 
depends partly on her attitudes and aspirations. К а 
These examples suggest that family-work differentiation В 
not proceeded to its ultimate, logical limit. Indeed, contemporary 
observations of work—family relations indicate that ү 
countervailing trends or forces have interfered with comple = 
segregation of work from family life, For one thing, more wom®! 
are being formally educated than in the past, and more of them 
are entering the full range of Occupational positions. Thou А 
wives are no longer as economically dependent on their husbant* 
as formerly, they now more often share with them certain у. 
terests and role dilemmas. At the same time, in the complet 
urban setting, the force of Corporate primary groups based © 


5. cf. Litwak (1960) for the Tesilien 
the impact of occupational m 
new trends of work-family rel 


Fa der 
су of extended family relations Ш 


sis O! 
obility, and Wilensky (1960) for an analysis 
lations. 
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extended kinship, neighborhood or age has diminished. One 
consequence has been an intensification of involvement in the 
nuclear family and its activities. Together, these trends have 
Produced a new, more egalitarian kind of marital relationship. 
Women and men have access tq similar educational, economic 
and associated opportunities. Diffusion of role definitions has not 
Only permitted wives to take on many roles traditionally reserved 
for men, but also made it possible for men to perform and gain 
gratification from certain traditionally feminine activities. Zweig 
(1961) notes, in his observations on changing work—family 
relations among British workers, that even in this relatively con- 
Servative segment of British society men are increasingly engaged 
in hitherto unthinkable activities, like changing baby’s diapers.6 
Indeed, one might say that a ‘second revolution’ in marital 
relations is going on, and that it is intimately associated with the 
attempt to work out new solutions to the issues of occupational 
and household role definitions. This second revolution is no 
longer focused, as the first one was, on the issue of giving women 
access to the traditional masculine occupational privileges, but 
Оп re-allocating familial and occupational roles on the basis of 
skills and interests, using sex-correlated elements where appropri- 
ate, but not necessarily according to conventional constraints.” 
The relative salience of work and family life varies according 


„10 the type of work involved. At one extreme are the professions, 


whose historical model, that of the clergyman with his divine 
‘calling’, is still preserved in the celibate Roman Catholic priest- 
hood. The roles of artist, statesman, athlete and scientist, like 
those of doctor, lawyer and clergyman, illustrate the higher levels 
Of commitment to work expected in the professions. Oeser and 
Hammond (1954), who gave systematic attention to the salience 
Ог ‘potency’ of work in the individual’s life space, found in 
Australia that considerations of work had much greater weight 


‚б. Some of the forthcoming reports by Marc Fried and his colleagues 
dissect the variations in family structure associated with this process in an 
urban working-class neighborhood. Cf., for example, Fried and Fitzgerald 
(по date), 

7. Alice Rossi's (1964) position is based on a sophisticated view of the 
Possibilities for reciprocal realignment in marital roles at different points in 
the life cycle. An articulate specimen of the phenomenon itself is Robert 
Varga (1965), 
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among middle-class than among working-class individuals. 
Numerous other findings and observations about the relation 
between attitude toward work and class position lead to similar 
conclusions. : 

The public image of professional work tends to assume that 
family requirements are inherently incompatible with those of 
work. For instance, when the former British cabinet minister, 
Maudling, was being considered in 1963 as а possible successor (0 
Macmillan, it was said that he was too happily married to make @ 
good Prime Minister.’ The British railway engineer, Brunel, once 
said (for professionals generally), ‘My work is my only true wife 
(Rolt, 1961). This is not to say that active professional life 15 
necessarily incompatible with a happy marriage, only that 
sources of potential conflict increase. New potentialities for deep- 
ening the complementary basis of the marriagealso arise, as reflect- 
ed in the Shavian image of the Webbs (two typewriters beating 
as one’), or in the public image of the Franklin Roosevelts. * 

Thus, work assumes its maximal personal meaning for indi- 
viduals when the occupational role 15 highly individualized, 
notably among the professions. Other high-status occupations, 
e.g.. executives in large corporations, demand a similar primacy 
of commitment, with perhaps somewhat less scope for individual- 
ized participation than the ‘free’ professions, but with other 
incentives for a high degree of involvement, Where especially 
gratifying incentives do not exist, as in the lower-status OCCUPA 
tions, work has less salience, or it тау take on negative signific- 
ance, with different kinds of Tepercussions on family life. 

While relative salience is Probably the single most important 
factor in the patterns individuals develop to integrate work with 
familial role demands, others exist that are less closely related (0 
occupational prestige. Thus, the Tequirement that an individual 
frequently relocate his residence May pertain to a migrant laborer 
or to a space-age technologist; extensive traveling may be €x- 
pected of a hobo, a salesman or a Physician; job insecurity тау 
threaten an unskilled laborer or а highly specialized technician 
whose speciality is becoming Obsolescent; competitiveness may 
characterize a Madison Avenue advertising firm, a criminal gang 
or an academic department. All of these occupational charac- 

8. Observer, June 1963. 
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teristics affect familial role-relationships, and we shall consider a 
few of them illustratively in’ the context of ‘isomorphism’ be- 
tween work and family life. 

A number of statements in thé literature support the impression 
that a general tendency toward, isomorphism, or similarity of 
behavior patterning, exists between the major life spheres. Oeser 
and Hammond state the proposition in a psychological frame- 
work: ‘The breadwinner’s pattern of relations in both regions 
(work and family) is likely to have much the same form because 
in both cases his behavior will depend upon his beliefs and 
expectations about his “self” and others’ (1954, р. 238). Inkeles 
(1964) argues from a social structural vantage point that indivi- 
duals who are treated with dignity at work will tend to treat their 
families with dignity, i.e. isomorphically. Raymond Smith (1956) 
has evidence indicating that the structured instabilities of West 
Indian family life constitute a response to the instabilities of the 
male occupational situation. Robert Rapoport and Laumann (in 
Press) interpret their finding that conjugal decision-making among 
the more science-oriented technologists is organized on a ‘joint’ 
basis more often than it is among the ‘hardware’ types partly in 
terms of the diffusion of universalistic norms associated with the 
life of science, Miller and Swanson (1958) concentrating on 
Socialization, observe that entrepreneurially employed individuals 
„encourage individualistic behavior in their child-rearing practices, 
and Aberle and Naegele (1952) observe in a middle-class suburb 
that fathers tend to evaluate their children’s behavior in terms of 
the aggressiveness and competitiveness expected in the occupa- 
tional world, despite their view that the two spheres should be 
kept quite distinct from one another. 

On the other hand, tendencies toward heteromorphism have 
also been observed. For those in occupations that induce boredom 
Ог alienation С. Wright Mills characterized the situation as fol- 
lows: ‘Each day men sell little pieces of themselves in order to try 
to buy them back each night and weekend with the coin of fun’ 
(Cotgrove and Parker, 1963, p. 16). Dubin (1956) suggests that 
the kind of compensatory tendency characteristic of the factory 
Situation, in which mechanization has robbed the manual worker 
Of the sense of ego-involvement that craftsmen formerly found in 
Work, has led workers to develop an interest in domestic activities. 
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5 imulate 
It is not only boring or alienating situations пааша 
heteromorphic complementarities, however. Dennis, village 
and Slaughter (1956) describe an English pore се 
which the men аге deeply involved in their work and ha опа 
siderable autonomy on the job., The danger of the ки 2 
work encourages a Propensity for mutual protection, ы 
form of cooperation in crises, strong union OE i 
intense peer-group camaraderie during weekend ‘pub wheal 
Miners expect their wives to feed them and look after ШШЕ бус 
they аге out of the tense mine situation, but to be as аа ШҮ 
as possible. Hence, the family structure emphasizes t б 
Servience of the wife and the segregation of most of ‘the sp ЕТ: 
activities, particularly in leisure hours, during which the Ж. 
affirm their solidarity and seek release from the tensions of ta 
The same tendency toward heteromorphism also occurs W 


» > : ions re- 
the occupational role does not involve interpersonal relati 
Produceable in other sph 


гасіпв-саг drivers — and in o 


а ros 
oons, computer technicians ae 
© their machines, and boxers У A: 
. The evidence Suggests, however, 


3 
t 1 Orld of work, in which the instrumental mo 
is dominant, ang the wife’s 
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Psycho-dynamics and social-system functioning were involved, 
but igdividualism-collectivism, stability—instability, dignity- 
degradation, involvement-alienation, the fit between values and 
behavior, and other polarities аге probably differently arrayed 
under different circumstances. For example, alienation from 
work might be associated in опе situation with an increase in 
domesticity while in another it might be associated with with- 
drawal or discord in marital relations and increased peer-group 
activities. Intervening variables, such as cultural norms for 
marital roles, competitiveness in the work situation, and so on 
Must be taken into account to improve the utility of the iso- 
morphism concept.!0 д 

Finally, life cycle stage must be considered in generalizing 
about work-family relations. When two university students, both 
majoring in electrical engineering, marry while at college, role 
differentiation in their early marriage stage is likely to be minimal. 
Following the birth of their first child, the role differentiation is 
likely to increase, particularly if the husband is establishing him- 
Self in a new job or a course of graduate studies critical for his 
Career (Robert Rapoport, Laumann and Ferdinand, in press). 
The salience of the work for the man in this stage is very high, 
while his wife’s involvement is likely to be diverted into familial 
Toles, at least temporarily. But this degree of salience is not life- 
long, in most cases. At retirement, for example, the man must 
“detach himself from the specific occupational involvements that 
hitherto engaged him and reapportion his involvements and 
Interests.11 

Another life-cycle phenomenon to consider is the fact that 
each sphere, work and family, has its own sequence of stages, and 
that critical role transitions may be scheduled as between the two. 
Spheres. To some extent timing the critical transition points is 
Within the control of individuals, though traditionally, in Western 
Society, it has been considered appropriate to deal with one’s 
early, identity-establishing occupational transitions before _ 

10. Mare Fried (in press) distinguishes between ‘role-determined’ and 
“goal-determined’ behavior patternings, а distinction useful in under- 
Standing the process of change and emergence of new structures where 


ifferent segments of life are subjected to different kinds of influence. 
11. For a good statement of the general developmental framework, see 


Rodgers (1964), 
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marriage, Until recently, professionals who deferred occupational 
entry longest married later than, other occupational groups 
(Robert Rapoport, 1964). This supports the theory that the 
critical issues around identity (which, for many men and women, 
are closely tied up with occupation) naturally precede critical 
issues associated with psycho-sdcial intimacy (Erikson, 1959). A 
similar view has been supported in several more overtly moral 
arguments. To show that marriage of college students should be 
discouraged, for example, early marriage has been said to inter- 
fere with studies, to exploit the wife, to reflect an immature choice 
that will produce later incompatibility, and so on. Research on 
the recent increase in marriages among college students, how- 
ever, has indicated that the early marriers tend to be more 
mature, to be better academic performers, and to display fewer 
indications of marital disruption, than the students who were 
single or married after graduating from college (Robert Rapoport, 
Laumann and Ferdinand, in press).12 The outcome of such marr- 
iages probably depends on the partners’ ability to handle the 
situations confronting them at this point in their respective life 
cycles, rather than on the order in which they schedule the events. 
Obviously, more complex notions of identity and intimacy are 
necessary than those derived from a simple assignment of one ог 
another institution to one or another psychological crisis. The 


framework we present here is one approach to the solution of 
such problems, 


The task framework 


The central question here has to do with the principles that govern 
choice among the many possible arrangements for dealing with 
the issues of the salience of work, isomorphism of work-family 
relations, scheduling transitions in the life cycle, and the form and 
degree of integration between work and family life generally. We 
believe that it is useful to concentrate on ‘critical’ points of major 
role transition, when the structural elements of both personality 
and social system are in a somewhat ‘fluid’ state and new struc- 
tures are in the process of being established. These structures, 

12. Medalia points to some of the Problems that prevent general recogni- 


tion of positive elements in the situation. The picture may differ somewhat 
for secondary schools. Cf. Burchinal (1960) and Moss (1964). 
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according to our view, are the resultants not simply of traditional 
socio-cultural prescriptions „ог of personal needs, but of the 
complex interplay among these in a given field of forces. The 
field of forces varies among different individuals at different 
points in their lives. We propose the variable ‘task accomplish- 
Ment’ to encompass the resultant effect of elements on all levels 
that individuals mobilize to deal with new situations. We con- 
ceive each status-transition situation as presenting a specific 
complex of tasks, from which the work-family structure emerges. 

The changes attendant on critical status transitions – marriage, 
death, adolescence, and so on – have long been emphasized in 
both sociological and psychological theory. In his classical work, 
Van Gennep (1960) highlighted the very wide prevalence of ‘rites 
Of passage’, or ceremonies that help individuals pass over a 
threshold, leaving one form of social participation to enter a new 
One, The social relevance of these rituals has recently been 
elaborated further by Gluckman (1962) and other British 
anthropologists. The personal functions of the ritual activity 
associated with these transitions may be considered both restitu- 
tive — as in Freud's notion of the ‘work of mourning’ – and 
defensive against the anxiety engendered by leaving the familiar 
and security-giving conditions of the preceding stage and facing 
the threats and challenges of new situations (cf. Menzies, 1960). 
а Earlier writers in the field of family research saw marriage as an 
Important transition, but they aimed to relate antecedent factors 
to subsequent marital success or failure. Our interest 15 ПЦ 
Understanding marriage as a transition process, а Process more or 
less by-passed in earlier analysis.14 By seeking to understand the 
relation between critical task accomplishment and outcome, WE 
Stress the couple’s adaptability in shaping whatever resources 


13. e.g. the classic work of Burgess and Wallin (1953). 


14. Some of the recent work of Reuben Hill and his colleagues eS ae 
Orientation similar in many respects For their ше oe aT 
Concept see, for example, Duvall and EnA ЖО, чу 
Work of Erikson (1959), Lindemann (1944) 1 (1961, 


Taham Maslow. 
' 
А. Rapoport апа В. Rapoport 283 


they brought to the marriage in their new situation (in contrast to 
an orientation emphasizing the determinacy of prior factors). 
Couples enter marriage with certain advantages or handicaps and 
cope with the tasks of making the transition with varying degrees 
of effectiveness or creativity. In the end, their success is deter- 
mined by their skill in coping with these tasks, rather than being 
immutably set by the factors constituting obstacles for them at 
the point of transition. 

Despite the fact that previously defined conventional patterns 
for coping with the major life-cycle transitions are no longer 
adequate in a heterogeneous and rapidly changing society, we 
expect to find that individuals combine personal and social 
structural elements to form patterns of task accomplishment.!5 In 
the quest for these emergent patterns of behavior, our central 
question is: Under what conditions is task accomplishment 
maximally functional? That is, when is it consistent with the 
individual’s established personality needs, with the needs and 
expectations of others whose roles are reciprocal with his in this 


particular sphere of behavior, and with requirements in other 
spheres of life? 


Factors allowing or inhibiting a maximally functional resolu- 


tion include personality, early experience and socio-cultural 
elements, as well as a situational factor presenting, on the one 
hand, intrinsic tasks to be faced and adapted to, and, on the other 
hand, uncertainties due to the absence of adequate behavioral 
models, The lack of prior models is stressful, but it also provides 


new opportunities for creativity. The potenti 
5 tentials а ег 
enhanced by the fact that Е Кулы. 
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But in either case we assume that the period of heightened 
Susceptibility is relatively brief; new patterns are crystallized within 
a few°weeks after the critical transition period of intensive 
involvements.!6 > 


Simultaneous status transitions: graduation and marriage 


When two critical transitions in the life cycle must be accom- 
plished simultaneously, as, for example, when an individual 
marries at about the same time that he graduates from college, 
each behavioral structure is in a condition of maximum fluidity; 
at this point they have the greatest mutual influence. To investi- 
gate this influence, we studied couples who were undergoing these 
transitions simultaneously, and our preliminary findings illus- 
trate the postulated utility of the task framework. In other words, 
we have studied the process of work-family interaction when a 
transition point in the occupational sphere — graduation — 
coincides with a transition in the family sphere – marriage — for 
a specific type of occupation, namely the professional engineer. 
Occupations vary tremendously in the degree to which choices 
made have enduring, and to some extent irrevocable, conse- 
quences. Some occupations are entered casually with little inten- 
tion on the part of incumbents to form a life-long commitment, 
While others involve the expectation of life-long commitment 
once the occupation is entered. Some are entered early, some 
‘later, after various stages of prior experience or preparation. 
Some involve an expected progression of stages of advancement 
toward a remote peak position, while others are relatively undiff- 
erentiated, the individual expecting simply to ‘hold a job’ until 
death or retirement.!7 The professional career, with its pre- 
Paratory stages prior to formal entry, its high degree of expected 
Commitment, and its anticipated sequence of stages of advance- 
Ment, bears the greatest structural and psychological resemblance 
to the family, and for this reason we chose in the first instance to 


examine professional engineers. 


ve intervention at points of 
4 of effective flux, or ‘crisis 5 
п (1944) and Caplan (1960). 

е of these ideas, generated 


А 16, Psychiatrists interested in preventi 
па Ата] fluidity have judged that the репо! 
ends to be about two months: see Lindeman 
i 17. We owe thanks to David Riesman for som 
ù informal discussion, and to Everett С. Hughes (1958). 
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Our restriction to a single stage in the life cycle and to a single 
occupational type simplifies our analysis as well as providing 
зуттебу, but another restriction reduces symmetry in the interest 
of concentrating on the more prevalent situation. Our sample con- 
Sists of couples in which the husband was entering a professional 
career, while the women are distributed randomly in this regard. 

From exploratory interviews in depth with a dozen couples 
undergoing the twin transitions, we have developed an initial 
formulation of tasks inherent in these status transitions. For 
Convenience of presentation we have listed them together in 
Parallel fashion, but they do not necessarily coincide in this 
timing and sequence in all situations (see Table 1). In each sphere, 
We distinguish personal tasks, or those involving an individual’s 
Personality, from interpersonal tasks that involve his marital 
Partner or his colleagues at work. The three phases are more 
Clearly indicated in our data on the marriage transition (where 
Marriage, honeymoon and establishment of a neo-local residence 
are institutionalized) than for the career, where there are wider 
Tanges of variation. 

In each of these phases, the patterns set UP in one sphere must 
be accommodated in some degree to the requirements of the other 
sphere. Thus, during the early marriage phase, family-building 
tasks must proceed in the context of some effort to establish or 
Maintain an economic base for the family. For а majority, this 
Means the husband’s job, though it may also involve the wife. 

Clatively few couples have по need to work at all. Similarly, in 
the early career-establishment phase, married individuals must to 
Some degree accommodate the demands of the work situation to 

Omestic life. Patterns of accommodating work to family needs 
and developing a family life in the context of a career are the 
Tesultants of the task-accomplishment process with which we are 


Now Concerned. ў ГЫ 
hnical universities 


i A survey of 1954 graduates of three te ities 
Ndicates that the wife’s religion is related to career-line choices. 


18. This i d Laumann (in press) 
survey, reported in Robert Rapoport an 
ati tionnaires to all 1954 graduates of 


in pectrum of technological types, 
tae Northeastern region of the U.S. The case presented here was drawn 
a sample of recent graduates 0 
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The graduate’s own religion is not significantly epee 
mobility, but those with Catholic or Jewish wives were ES ike у 
to move about geographically. Graduates with Catholic HE 
had less intense a general professional orientation, even on a local 
basis; within the profession such individuals are found more = 
quently in the lower technical or managerial jobs. The lower-leve 
career type is associated with a conventional family structure in 
which the division of labor is based on highly differentiated sex 
roles rather than on the more ‘joint’ organization of shared 
activities and decision-making characteristic of graduates who 
express a stronger commitment to professional values and agreater 
tendency to seek science-oriented (research or academic) 
Positions. 

The following specimen case from our intensive interview 
series involves the socio-cultural features just described, but the 
outcome deviates from the modal One in our sample. Not only 
does it illustrate relations among patterns of career, marital and 
individual functioning, but it shows how the ‘task’ framework 
permits us to explain a wider range of variant patterns. 


‚ Were somewhat Strained, and one of her 
Own goals was to achieve а warm and happy family life. Elmer, on the 
» Very warm and tight-knit small-town 

childhood, a ‘typical’ American boy 
in his interests, He was ic, loved to tinker with automobiles, 
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ne his есы years, that he was learning enough to be con- 
aes ye i the relevant fields, and that he could qualify for a wide 
ne sii nical jobs in his field, increasing his specialized knowledge 
АВ па he found out what a specific job required. At the 
Beene 2 Imer’s professors were aware that he was meeting the re- 
SE 28 ѕ of the program relatively easily, but not making the 
Es oaea for outstanding performance. He got on well with his 
Пере longed toa fraternity. Here again, others felt that he took 
cin Si ly easily, doing enough to get through comfortably but not 
RE ae under undue strain. His summer job experiences con- 
an i technical skills, and he knew by the end of the second 
Se erate lat he could already perform many of the role requirements 
pae Sonal engineers, but that his problem would be to find a 
Сара a‘ that would do more than provide asource of income. He did 
mee z more challenging professional interests, but rather greater 
Si a meaning in his extra-professional activities. After he became 
een, to Rosalie, who was a student in a neighboring university, he 
i to participate in the more cosmopolitan and humanistic world of 
interests. 

ара а student of social work, was intensely preoccupied with the 
Siig pe па socially significant meaning in her life and activities. She 
civil lib icated to various welfare interests and to such causes as the 
e erties movement. While she did not value the accumulation of 
cane T a goal in itself, she had wide-ranging interests and would 
Beech ly require a fairly high living standard. Unlike the modal 
ET wife in our survey, however, she was familistic without being 

cal’, She was willing to go anywhere so long as there was а chance 


рег to do good works. 
ere their engagement, Elmer х issed | 
raat of family life and actually rehearsed possible future joint involve- 
agen S when Elmer took summer jobs associated with social work 
к: cies. He applied some of his technical skills to automobile main- 
cmp and various odd jobs, while she worked at apprentice social- 
appli tasks, He experienced gratification not only from the technical 
ee of his skills, but from doing something worthwhile, and 
Кү у with Rosalie. He began to think of career possibilities that 
Ould cultivate the rewards he experienced in this type of situation. 


sta these summer experiences, followed through in his junior and 
210г years at the university, gave Elmer and Rosalie a basis for work- 
dat the same time allowed 


In; 
Бох a possible pattern of life together an 
to reconsider his own career plans, the issues of which were 
ed. During their engage- 


т 
Oming acute as his graduation approach 
her’s families and worked out 


and Rosalie discussed various 


the 
nt, they frequently visited each ot 
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satisfactory relations all around, resolving such issues as religious par- 
ticipation and so on. + 

By the time of graduation, when the critical issues of job choice were 
at hand, Rosalie and Elmer had worked out together the foilowing 
plan. He would take a job in the airplane company that had given him 
scholarships throughout his educational career. Although he was not 
under pressure to repay this as a debt, he did feel a moral obli 
wished to discharge, ‘all other things being equal’ 
had a plant nearby would allow her to finish her training and together 
they could continue to consolidate their position asa family and to visit 
both families of orientation. His Prospective job was neither too abstract 


for his training nor too “purely hardware’ to interest him, He was sure 
that the job would satisfy many of his technical requirements, which he 
had spelled out quite е; 


gation ће 
. The fact that they 


| explicitly to himself and explored in detail with 


Following this experience, he resolved to enter teaching, probably in 
зесопдагу-зсћоо! science. Не and Rosalie were planning а family life in 
which both would work, and in which the pursuit of their interests and 
Values would prevail over attachments to locality and extended family 
contacts, 


In Phase I, both Elmer and Rosalie were involved in career as 
Well as engagement tasks. Each accomplished satisfactorily the 
tasks set by the curriculum; neither had difficulties with the 
financial task, They both pursued their career training without 
Pressure and attained much personal gratification from their 
Courtship; they accepted university requirements and competed 
With their peers while maintaining good interpersonal relations, 
and both sustained satisfactory relations with their families. 
During their engagement, each developed a responsible economic 
Orientation and an appropriate pattern, in terms of each other's 
Norms, of gratification in an intense emotional relationship. Their 
family-planning and communications patterns were mutually 
Satisfactory, and they established satisfactory relations with 
Others, including their parental families; they planned success- 
fully for the wedding and its immediate aftermath. 

In his relations with Rosalie at this time, Elmer's values and 
Personality underwent considerable development. His previously 
Covert conflict between a conventional technical career and a 
More humanistic one became overt. In choosing his first job, he 
had a number of attractive options; he chose to remain with the 
fitm that had financed his training. Although this did not satisfy 

İS humanistic goals it did offer the characteristics he desired in а 
‘echnical job. А 

In the job he performed satisfactorily but was personally dis- 
Satisfied because his work activities did not further his humanistic 
80415, As his wife entered the critical transition of graduation, а 
new family-work decision was precipitated, involving the resona 
tion of conflicts between work and family life as well as his 
У pDersonal conflict. | 

15 сазе indi the task-accomp: Á 
ne the taditional predictive analysis, relating ante- 

-Ont variables like religion, social class, personality and value 

"entations to the outcome. We would hold that even if it were 
Possible to introduce a wide range of other independent variables 


ishment framework 
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with known effects the task-accomplishment framework would 
still provide an important set of intervening variables, »showing 
how the antecedent variables are interrelated in the “specific 
situation of transition. For example, even if we could measure the 
personality dispositions of Elmer and Rosalie, to show that she 
was less committed to her parental family and values than the 
modal Jewish wife in our culture and that he was more sensitive to 
human problems than the modal engineer, several outcomes 
would still be possible. For example, Rosalie and Elmer could 
have been expected to settle close to his family, under which cir- 
cumstances Rosalie might have used his family as a substitute 
basis for realizing the culturally valued familial ties that had been 
unsatisfactory in her own particularly family background. Elmer 
might then have derived sufficient gratification of his humanistic 
through his leisure activities, Sg 
sonnel work, Other possibilities 
ed, e.g. the Peace Corps or teach- 
t were of interest to both. А 
atterns of coping with status transi- 
how this couple dealt with their 
alues so as to find mutually accept- 
of task accomplishment themselves 
come. For example, their efforts to 
5 much as possible led to his taking 5 
f interest rather than in the usual line 
5, an experience that contributed to a 
f his capacities and career alternatives. 


summer job in her sphere o 
of engineering summer job: 
change in his Conception о 


Conclusion 
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some circumstances, have mutually beneficial consequences, and 
Coping» with one set of challenges does not necessarily detract 
from ‘performance on others. Mobilization of latent types and 
levels’ of involvement, perhaps hitherto impossible for the 
individual in question, may improve his capacity to make choices 
and to commit himself to a challenging performance level, rather 
than making him perform one set of tasks at the expense of the 
Other. Task accomplishment in conformity to normative patterns 
for the group to which the individual belongs does not neces- 
Sarily entail good psychological functioning, nor does task 
accomplishment in a variant pattern necessarily entail stressful 
Consequences, 

The problem of apportioning ego involvements, ог “sub- 
identities’ (Kahn and French, 1962), is a vital one in contem- 
Porary society. On the one hand, a great variety of possible 
Patterns are available, due to rapid social change and to the 
Complexity of urban life. On the other hand, the traditional 
emphasis is so much on achievement, productivity, competence 
and similar values that men find it difficult to look elsewhere for 
self-fulfillment. But with the increase in shared activities, the 
family can play a new role in relation to the world of work. 
Family and work are no longer subject to a single over-arching 
Set of role prescriptions in an integrated cultural whole, nor are 
family functions as residual as they are when work is either оуег- 
‘valued or alienative, as it was in the era following the industrial 
revolution. Individuals now have a wider range of possibilities to 
Consider in choosing both work and spouse, and greater пена 
in organizing family life in relation to job requirements. Social 
Prescriptions set broad limits of acceptability but family struc- 
ture, both internally and in relation to work, is increasingly 
determined by the individuals’ personality needs, their inter- 
Personal ‘fit? and, as a derivative of these dimensions, their 
Capacity to cope with the tasks specific to each phase of family 
life, Similarly, the career options open to individuals, particularly 
In the high-demand professions, are numerous enough to permit 


сасћ person to develop a pattern of work participation according 


to his personality needs, his relations with others, and his capacity 
© cope with the tasks of career development at each phase. 
itting Participation patterns in work and family together, like 
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coping with the tasks posed within each sphere, is partly a ne 
of an individual style that emerges as the individuals meet each 
successive situation, rather than the outcome of conformity to or 
deviance from a pre-existing normative pattern. 
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Part Five Marital Dissolution 


This selection from the work of Goode (Reading 21) shows 
Something of the current state of research on this topic. A large 
Number of correlations have been established between individual 
background variables and above average probabilities of divorce, 
though we still lack any very satisfactory explanation of many of 
these correlations. We have made very little progress, however, 
Sven at assessing the relative importance of the large number of 
factors which have been suggested as causing this average level to 
Vary between societies or over time. This largely remains а topic 
for future research, Professor Goode offers us here an analytical 
framework within which such analysis could perhaps be 
Conducted, 
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21 W.J. Goode 


A Sociological Perspective on Marital Dissolution 


° 


Excerpts from W. J. Goode, ‘Family disorganisation’, їп R. К. Merton 
and R. А. Nisbet (eds.), Contemporary Social Problems, Harcourt, Brace 
& World, 2nd edn, 1966, pp. 493-522. 


Divorce as a part of the family system 
The Western reader tends to view divorce as a misfortune or a 
tragedy, and high divorce rates as evidence that the family system 
is not working well. This attitude is part of our religious heritage, 
which was strong enough to make divorce a rare event until the 
early part of the present century, although various sects in the 
Protestant Reformation asserted the right to divorce as early as 
the sixteenth century, and Milton’s famous plea for this right was 
Written in the seventeenth century!. Our Western bias in favor of 
Tomantic love views marriage as based on love, so that divorce 
Means failure, 3 
_ All marriage systems require that at least two people, with their 
dividual desires, needs and values, live together, and all 
Systems create some tensions and unhappiness. In this basic 
Sense, then, marriage ‘causes’ divorce, annulment, separation ог 
desertion, But though a social pattern must be able to survive 
even when many individuals in it are unsatisfied, it will also 
Contain various mechanisms for keeping interpersonal hostilities 
Within certain limits, Some family systems prevent the develop- 
Ment of severe marital strains, but offer few solutions if they do 
develop, Two main patterns of prevention are discernible. One is 
to lower the expectations about what the individual may expect 
rom marriage, For example, the Chinese praised family life as 
the most important institution, but taught their children that they 
Were not to expect romance or happiness from it. At best, they 
might achieve contentment or peace. 4 +o 
l Second pattern, widespread in pre-industrial societies and 
50 found among the Chinese, is to value the kinship network 
1. The Doctrine and Discipline of Divorce was first published in 1643. 
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more than the relation between husband and wife. Elders direct 
the affairs of the family, arrange Ше marriages of the young, and 
intervene in quarrels between husband and wife. The success of 
the marriage is rated not so much by the intimate emotional 
harmony of husband and wife ас by the contribution of the couple 
to the lineage or extended kin. Consequently, tensions between 
husband and wife would be less likely to build up to an unbear- 
able level. 

In addition, there are some social patterns in all groups by 
which marital tensions may be avoided. One pattern is considering 
certain disagreements trivial. For example, individuals in the 
United States are told that disagreement on the relative value of 
bowling and bridge is not important. Another pattern is sup- 
pressing some irritations. As individuals become adult, they are 

. increasingly forced to control their anger, unless the problem is 
serious. Still another is training children and adolescents to 
expect similar things in marriage, so that what one spouse does is | 
in harmony with the demands of the other. 

Societies vary in their definitions of what is a bearable level of 
dissension between husband and wife, as well as in their solutions 
for a difficult marriage. It seems likely that public opinion in the 
United States during the nineteenth century considered bearable 
a degree of disharmony which modern couples would not 
tolerate. People took for granted that spouses who no longer 
loved one another and who found life together distasteful should 
at least live together in public amity for the sake of their children 
and of their standing in the community. 

As to what should be done about an unsatisfying marriage, 
even Western countries vary considerably. Spain, Ireland, Italy 
and Brazil permit only legal separations, which are common in 
the last two of these four countries. In Chile, marriages are mostly 


dissolved by annulments (Jacobson, 1959, p. 97). In societies 
ү extended kinship networks, but without divorce as an alter- 
native, 


husband and wife may continue their daily tasks but 
confine their contacts to a minimum. In a polygynous society, 2 
man may refuse to spend any time with one of his wives if their 
relationship is an unhappy one. Under the family systems of 
Manchu China and Tokugawa Japan, a man could take ап 
additional wife or bring a concubine into his house. In China, 2 
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dissatisfied husband might be unable to afford a concubine, but 
Might instead stay away from His home for long periods of time 
with distant relatives or on business trips — thus, a form of 
Separation. 2 
1 These devices to avoid (тошће (о divert dissension, to train 
Individuals to put up with difficulties or to seek alternative 
relationships to ease the burden of marriage, show that societies 
generally do not value divorce highly. In no society, with the 
Possible exception of the Crow, has divorce been treated as an 
ideal mode of marital behavior. The reasons for this are easily 
sens: Divorce grows out of dissension but creates additional 
Conflict between both sides of the family lines. Prior marriage 
agreements are broken, and prior harmonious relationships 
Rein in-laws are disrupted. There are problems of custody, 
support and remarriage, as will be analysed in more detail 
later on, 
ы no Society, however, are the mechanisms for avoiding or 
een marital conflict enough to make all couples able to 
for th е their marriage. Divorce is, then, one of the safety valves 
ae of Inevitable tensions of married life. At present we cannot 
than КН а particular society adopts the pattern of divorce rather 
ФАП а! of separation, or of living together but enlarging the 
wide old to take in additional wives, but divorce is clearly a 

k SA solution for the problems of marital living. Moreover, 

eae solutions that various societies offer are only a 
“ПОП on the pattern of divorce. 

Е оке differs from these variations principally in that it 
Canis ee to both partners. In societies without divorce, 
Entire] Ту only the man can enter a new union, even if it is not 
tional hea one. Thus, in India, a man might take an addi- _ 
Possibility woe in China or Japan, a соңы Р Шош; 

arriage, | Open to the woman who was issatisfied with er 
Wives in · In a polygynous society, а man might marry additional 
Whom h Order to have a tolerable marital life, but the woman 

estern саша Was not permitted аа husbands. In 
e E а where SERBS is permitted, ut not wey 
Public mee рроѕіпр а wife’s entering into an unsanctione 

i are very strong, but the husband is usually per- 

to have a mistress outside his household. 
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It is not correct to speak of divorce as a more extreme solution 
than some of the other раќегі\ѕ already described. Whether | 
divorce creates more unhappiness, for example, than the intro- 
duction of a concubine into thé household, is unknown. Whether 
it is more extreme to divorce er to bear the misery of an unhappy 
marriage is not measurable, and in any event is partly a matter of 
personal or social evaluation. [...] 


Countries with high divorce rates 


The United States has the highest divorce rate among Western 
nations. Nevertheless, various countries in the past have had 
higher rates than the United States; e.g. Israel (1935-44), Egypt 
(1935-54), Japan (1887-1919), Algeria (1887-1940). It is perhaps 
useful to look at some of these briefly in order to understand 
better the relationship between divorce and the family system. In 
the following table (Table 1) various divorce rates are presented 
for comparison. 

Westerners are likely to think of Japan as having a stable 
society. It is therefore instructive to consider that in 1887 there 
were 320 divorces per 1000 marriages and that this level of 
marital instability continued until the late 1890s, when certain 
changes in the marriage law were made. Indeed, not until the 
1920s did Japan’s divorce rate begin to fall below that of the 
United States, the present rate being considerably lower. Yet 
there is no evidence to suggest that the higher degree of marital 


instability in the past has, in any way, undermined the Јарапезе 
social structure. [. . .] 


Changes in divorce rates as indices of other social changes 


Such changes in the rate of divorce in various countries need not 
indicate that these societies are becoming disorganized. They 4° 
provide an index of change within the family system and an index 
of change in the larger social structure, Clearly, the industrializa- 
tion under way in most countries do 


р es not imply an increase in 
divorce rates. In Japan, 


the divorce rate has been dropping for 
well over half a century, and the recorded drop in the Arab- 
Algerian rate suggests that other Arab countries may eyentually 
experience a decline as well. By contrast, divorce rates have rise 
in every western European country where divorce is possible and 
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at a faster rate than the increase in the United States. For 
example the divorce rate in England a generation ago was about 
6 per cent and is now 30 per cent that of the United States. In the 
industrializing areas of sub-Saharan Africa and in Communist 
China, divorce rates are rising. As noted earlier, the Indian 
Marriage Act of 1955 extends the privilege of divorce to the 
entire Indian population, so that the divorce rate is also rising 
there. 

Both of these opposite developments are the result of a change 
in all these family systems toward an emphasis on the independent 
conjugal family unit. This new type of system has a relatively 
high divorce rate, but the rate may be lower than in the system 
which it replaces. Let us look at this conjugal system briefly. 

Under the fully developed conjugal pattern, as in the United 
States, people have greater freedom of action and the right to 
choose their own mates. Under industrialization, people can 
begin their marriages on the basis of the jobs to be had in the new 
occupations, in factories or offices; they no longer require land 
in order to make a living. They depend less upon their older 
relatives, feel fewer obligations to take care of their elders, and, 
of course, receive less aid from them. Correlatively, the social 
controls on both sides are less exacting and effective, 

This type of family system, characteristic of the West for 
several generations, therefore requires that husband and wife 
obtain most of their emotional solace within the small family unit 
made up of husband, wife and children; the extended kin network 
no longer serves as a buffer against the outside world, The con- 
Jugal family unit carries a heavier emotional burden when it 
оо шим 
husband or wife fails to find e ‘ee relatively EN 
аа Motional satisfaction within this 

-ner sources of satisfaction and few other 
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the man, as in Arab countries, the new independence of the young 
couple, their emotional ties with one another, and the increased 
bargaining power of the woman may mean somewhat greater 
Stability of the family unit. ° 

A large change in the divorce rate betokens a ‘breakdown’ of 
the older system, but the fundamental functions of the family — 
the reproduction, social placement, maintenance and socializa- 
tion of the child, and social controls over members of the family – 
May be as well served as they once were. In addition, the freedom 
and mobility of this newer system seem to fit better the needs of 
an industrializing economy. If these systems were truly becoming 
disorganized, illegitimacy rates would rise. However, in Western 
Countries the data show a slight decline (as also in Japan). More- 
Over, the percentage of men and women who are willing to take 
the gamble of marriage has not dropped at all, and there is even a 
Slight rise in some countries. In spite of the many changes 
curring in the family systems and the larger social structures 
and the changes in the personal fortunes of individuals who do 
Marry, the blanket term ‘disorganization’ seems not to be 
applicable, 


Fluctuations and trends in United States divorce rates 


Divorce rates in the United States have fluctuated a good deal 
Over the past century, but have shown a consistent trend upward. 
Table 2 presents this trend. (Ewa А 
Examination of the long-term trend in United States divorce 
Tates poses the question, ‘What are the changes in social structure 
that have taken place in the last one hundred years, and that have 
ad an effect on the family system and thus on the divorce rate?” 
Perhaps the most striking changes have occurred in the general 
Values and norms relating to divorce. Certainly there has been no 
acceptance of a philosophy that divorce is good, a thing to be 
desired, but divorce is no longer viewed as a shameful episode 
t at one must hide from others, or as a sufficient reason for cast- 
108 а person out of respectable social circles. It is an experience to 
View Eretted, one which commands some sympathy, but it is not 
аа аз а violation of public decency. Whether the individual 
Cd ог was sinned against, his divorce is generally understood 


One possible solution for his family difficulties. 
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Table 2 Number of United States Divorces per 1000 
Existing Marriages, 1860-1956* * 


Year Number © 

1860 1-2 r 

1880 2-2 

1900 40 

1920 77 

1940 87 

1956 9:3 

1960 258 divorces рег 1000 marriage ceremonies 

Sources: 


*Jacobson (1959, p. 90). The data from 1920 on contain annulments, and 
all these data are partly estimated, since not all states are included in the 


divorce registration system, The earlier rates are, of course, even more 
open to question than the later. 


{Bureau of the Census (1964, р. 64). 


No public opinion surveys of this change of attitudes during the 
last half оѓ! ће nineteenth century were made, but ‘newspaper 
debates, the novelist’s increasing use of divorce as a solution for 
bad marriages, and congressional debates in various states where 
new divorce legislation was being considered, all throw some 
light on the growing toleration of divorce.2 It must not be 
supposed that public opinion, even a hundred years ago, was 
unequivocally Set against divorce. Churches and their leaders 
fulminated against divorce, and most public figures drew freely 
on Biblical Sources to denounce it, but strong opponents of the 
indissolubility of marriage did not cease their attacks, The border 
and frontier states, with their shifting and rootless populations, 
seemed not to have had rigid views against divorce, and Connect- 
icut on the seaboard had liberal laws (Barnett, 1939 р. 36). The 
growing feminist movement sought freedom for ED espec- 
ially from the disabilities which existing family laws imposed; 
and though feminist leaders could not muster compelling 
theological arguments, they were able to best their opponents ОП 
humanitarian grounds (Barnett, 1939, pp. 40 ff.). 


It is not possible to state the ‘causes’ of this basic change іп 


2. A good compilation of this material, с i 
0 ‚ concentrat 1, may 
be found in Barnett (1939 especially chapters 3 to SE Sea 
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attitude. It is merely one facet of a broader set of changes in 
Western society, called ‘secularization’: patterns that were once 
weighed by strong moral norms come to be evaluated by instru- 
mental norms. Instead of asking, ‘Is this moral?’ the individual 
is more likely to ask, ‘Is this a more useful or better procedure 
for my needs?’ Sometimes the term ‘individualism’ is applied to 
this change, for instead of asking whether one’s church or one’s 
community approves divorce, the individual rather asks, ‘Is it the 
Tight thing for me to do?’ 

However, a change in values alone does not necessarily lead to 
а great change in action patterns; other elements are always 
involved. Certainly, one important change has been in the types 
Of social pressures from kinfolk and friends when there is marital 
discord. A hundred years ago, these pressures were essentially 
unidirectional, The individual was told by everyone to adjust, to 
bear the burden, and to accept his fate. He was told that for the 
sake of the children it was necessary to remain with his spouse, 
and he recognized that a divorce would mean losing his standing 
in his social circle, Although, in contemporary society, friends 
and kin do give advice to people who are involved in marital 
difficulties, and though it is safe to say that in the initial stages, 
at least, the advice is to stay together, especially when there are 
children, these pressures are not nearly so strong as they once 

: Were, They relax even more when those within the social circle 
Tecognize that the marriage cannot be mended. } 

A substantial change has also taken place in the alternatives 
Which the husband or wife faces when considering a divorce. 
Formerly a man found it very difficult to get along from day to 
day unless he had a wife. This was especially true on the farm, 
where many activities were defined as female activities, but it was 
true in urban areas as well. Women had almost no opportunities 
for employment outside of domestic work. Few women were 
technically trained, and even when a woman’s family had money, 
а return to her family was always viewed as а shameful alterna- 
tive to continuing her marriage. These alternatives have radically 
changed. The man can get along quite well without a wife, for he 
can purchase most of the services which a wife would perform. 

Omen’s alternatives have, of course, expanded even more. Many 
More women are trained to handle jobs that pay substantial 
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salaries. Finally, and most central in this change, is the 
fact that since being divorced is по longer a stigma, and since 
there are many people who have been either widowed or divorced, 
the person in marital difficulty can hope for another marriage as 
an alternative. а 

We should also consider some deeper factors that have 
influenced the continued rise in the divorce rate, The egalitarian 
ethos, which has spread throughout much of the Western culture 
complex during the past hundred and fifty years, has argued con- 
sistently for equality of rights for women. Men have fought a rear- 
guard action, winning this battle and losing that one, but in 
general retreating. This change has a philosophical basis, but it is 
also rooted in the demands of an industrialized system, which 
offers each person the opportunity to develop his skills as fully as 
possible and to utilize them in the economy. An industrial 
economy apparently requires the services of women as well as 
men, and only to a limited extent are these services defined by 
sex roles. 

Men typically exaggerate when they assert that women have 
achieved equal rights. It seems fair to say that women demand а 
greater range of rights than men are willing to concede, just 45 
men are willing to impose a few more obligations than women аге 
willing to accept. In a period of great change of sex roles, there is 
necessarily considerable tension in the day-to-day interaction of 
husbands and wives. Love is likely to be the crystallizing element 
in the decision to marry, both in fact and ideal, and the assump- 
tion that married life has personal happiness as its aim has come 
to be widely accepted. Combined with these two factors, the 
existence of tensions in sex roles means that there are bound to be 
More conflicts between husbands and Wives now than a hundred 
years ago; and that when such conflicts do arise, individuals feel 
ee the primary aim of marriage has not been ан Ене) Since the 
р ц enterprise is now the family itself, when this fails 

У xpected personal satisfactions 
prising that the likelihood of divorce is greate 

These pressures and patterns are not at 
United States. The general rise in the divorce г: 
caused by the insidious influence ог“ bad’? Am 
Coca-Cola and chewing gum. Rather, the U. 


j, it cannot be sur- 
т than a century ago- 
all peculiar to the 
ate in Europe is not 
егісап customs, like 
nited States is in the 
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vanguard of a process which is becoming worldwide. The 
European countries follow behind simply because they are going 
through similar phases at a later date. The same processes have 
been ‘taking place in Communist China, Japan and parts of 
Africa. [. . .] 


Divorce and desertion in different segments of the 
United States population 
[...] A recent summary of various research studies, sample 
Surveys and census data has clearly demonstrated an inverse 
Telationship between socio-economic rank and divorce rate 
(Goode, 1965, chapters 4 and 5).4 Table 3, taken from this 
man and calculated from national data, shows this relation- 
ship. [.. .] 

What do such correlations mean? Husbands and wives do not 
Ordinarily quarrel about their respective social or economic 


Koble 3 Proneness to Divorce by Urban Occupation, 
nited States, April 1949 


Осе 5 Index of proneness 
ЖОШ to divorce 
protessional, semi-professional 677 
$ оз, managers, officials 68:6 
Eae , sales 71-8 
men, foremen 86-6 
gr O'S (semi-skilled) 94-5 
Бос Могкегз 254-7 
Orers (except farm and mine) 180:3 б 


Do Goode (1956, p. 46). Of course a wide range of occupations is 
Speak, under ‘service’, such as night watchmen and hairdressers. Properly 
E this survey used the category, ‘Other marital status (other than 
found Or married), The survey from which these data were calculated is 

In Current Population Reports, Labor Force, Series 3-R50, no. 22, 
1 categories are used, a some- 


Wh Pril 1950, table 5. If different occupational 
їс relationship between 


fferent ranking may be obtained, but the bas 


Soci 
O-eci а | 5 
Onomic position and divorce remains the same. 


3. | А 
(959) ог these data see Goode (1963). For China, see especially С. К. Yang 
Sad ©. Yang (1946). See also Dore (1958) and Phillips (1953). 
also Goode (1962) and Hillman (1962). 
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positions, or their education. It is rather that socio-economic 
factors are among the social influences playing on the family, and 
thus indirectly affect many decisions within the family. For 
example, in our society most individuals come to want a wide 
range of material things that their limited incomes deny them. 
Individuals are not reared to accept normative limits on their 
economic goals, although of course many people realistically 
accept the limits of fact; that is to say, although they know they 
cannot afford a fine car, a house or fur coat, they do not feel they 
have no right to these goods. As a consequence, most families feel 
that their income is insufficient. The responsibility for satisfying 
these desires rests primarily with the husband, and any failure is 
his failure. At the same time, almost every study of job satisfac- 
tion shows that men in jobs with greater responsibility and 
prestige enjoy those jobs more than men in lower-ranking jobs 
enjoy theirs. Thus, both job satisfaction and economic reward 
point to a similar possibility: that there is more socio-economic 
dissatisfaction in the lower strata, and thus possibly more marital 
tension from this source. Just as personality problems can be 
displaced onto economic factors within a marriage, so too may 
economic strains be displaced onto non-economic relationships 
such as sex and marital adjustment. 

Other factors varying by socio-economic position also affect 


divorce rates. Upper and lower social strata contrast in these 
relevant ways: 


1. More of the income in the upper strata is alloted to long-term 
investment expenditures, such as houses, insurance, annuities, 
and so-on, while more income in the lower strata is allocated to 
consumer goods such as cars and television sets. One consequence 


is that the husband in the upper strata cannot simply ‘walk out’ 
on his obligations, 


2. The difference between the potential earnings of the lower-class 


wife and her husband is smaller than between those of the wife 


and husband in the upper strata. Consequently, the wife’s poten- 
tial loss is much greater in the upper strata. 


3. The network of both kin and friends is larger and more tightly 
knit among the upper strata than among the lower strata, so that 
the consequences of divorce are likely to be greater. It is easier 
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for the lower-class husband simply to abandon his marital duties, 
either by separation or desertion. He cannot be so easily traced, 
and often loses little if he obtains an equal job in another city 
where he is unknown. Men are now more easily traceable than 
formerly, through social security, F.B.I., Veterans Administra- 
tion, and other bureaucratic records, but a differential between 
upper and lower levels nevertheless remains. 

We now see that even if tensions from economic factors were 
the same at all economic levels, the objective complexities and 
difficulties ensuing from divorce are greater for upper-strata 
Marriages, so that these are more likely to stay together. [...] 


The meaning of differences in social background 

[...] In this section, an assessment is made of some specific back- 
ground traits of couples who marry. These experiences cannot be 
Called ‘causes’ of divorce, except in the sense that they help to 
8enerate (or lower) the tensions that may finally erupt in annul- 


Ment, desertion or divorce. [. . .] | й 
To the extent that certain characteristics of social position and 


background experiences increase or decrease the likelihood of 
Marital dissolution, it may almost be said that divorce “begins” 
before the first quarrel, or before the couple even meet. It is not 
Possible to review here all of the factors which have been related 
to eventual marital breakup, but those which seem to be based on 
800d evidence can be presented, together with their sociological 
Meaning. These may be summarized in Table 4: 


Table 4 Background Characteristics Associated with a 
Greater or Lesser Proneness to Divorce 

Greater proneness to divorce Lesser proneness 
Urban background Rural background 


Atriage at very young ages Marriage at average age 
fteen-nineteen years) (males, twenty-three; females, 


$ twenty) ; 
hort acquaintanceshi p before Acquaintanceship of two years 
Marriage or more prior to marriage 
hort engagement, or попе Engagement of six months or 
more 
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Table 4 continued 


Greater proneness to divorce Lesser proneness 

Couples whose parents had o Couples with happily married 

unhappy marriages „ Parents 

Non-attendance at church, or Regular church attendance, 

mixed faith Catholics, and adherence to 
the same church 

Disapproval by kin and Approval of kin and friends 

friends of the marriage 

General dissimilarity in Similarity “homogamy’) of 

background background 

Different definitions ofhusband Agreement of wife and 

and wife as to their mutual husband as to the role 

role obligations obligations 


These findings are in conformity with common sense, but they 
also deserve sociological annotation. First, the evidence on which 
they are based varies considerably, for some are derived from 
national samples or censuses of individuals, analysed by marital 
status, and other characteristics, for example, the finding that the 
divorce rate of women fifteen to nineteen years of age is about 
50 per cent higher than that for women in higher age categories 
(Glick, 1957, p. 154). Other studies have taken small samples of 
people who are still married and have measured their marital 
adjustment, sometimes comparing a happily married sample 
with a sample of couples whose marriages ended in divorce 
(Locke, 1951).5 The important sociological factors contributing 


to these and similar findings may be placed under four main 
headings: 


1. The likelihood that an individual from a particular back- 
ground has a stronger set of values against divorce, 


2. Various types of social pressures against divorce, 


3. The way the processes of mate selection sort out the marriage” 
partners, 


5. Goode's (1956) study often compares divorced couples with the married 
population. 
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4. The ease of marital adjustment between people of similar social 
backgrounds. а 


Although a specific factor may play some part іп more than one of 
these sets of processes, the general categories will help to clarify 
exposition somewhat. 5 

There is а greater tolerance of divorce in the United States 
today than there was a century ago, but many groups still oppose 
it strongly and view it as a nearly inconceivable alternative to 
even a bad marriage. Catholics are strongly against divorce, but 
many Protestant sects also oppose it. Rural populations are more 
strongly against divorce than urban areas. It seems likely that 
those with less education are less tolerant of divorce (but more 
tolerant of other marital deviations) than those with more 
education. In general, people from a ‘conventional’ background 
and circle feel more strongly opposed to divorce than those with 
a less conventional background. 

These differences may not lessen the possibility of conflict, but 
they do lessen the likelihood that individuals strongly opposed to 
divorce will accept that solution for their marital difficulties. 
However, these differences in opposition to divorce have less- 
ened in the United States. For example, rural-urban social 
differences are gradually being erased, because the country as a 
whole is becoming more concentrated in large urban agglomera- 
tions and the remaining rural areas have increasingly taken on 
urban characteristics. 

Values in opposition to divorce work in гето! D 
individual who has such values is less likely to think of divorce in 
the first р]асе.6 He is also more likely to be involved in circles that 
are opposed to divorce and press him toward reconciliation or 
Some other adjustment to the conflict. For example, the indivi- 
dual who regularly attends church is also part of a social circle 
Whose general advice and pressure are against divorce. When 
Kinfolk and friends approve a marriage, they are likely to advise 
the couple to adjust and not to take their conflict seriously. 


rcing ways. The 


6. Marriage demands a certain amount of repression from the partners, 
Who must in а sense ‘not see” all of each other's faults, or all the ramifica- 
tions of a quarrel. СЇ. Waller and Hill (1952, pp- 516-17). An important 
Phase in the dissolution process occurs when one ог both spouses first 


© i ft 3 „Ир 
Onsider divorce seriously as a possibility. 
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Since a divorce within any social network threatens to some 
extent the ties which bind it together, the members of the network 
have a personal stake in attempting to prevent the divorce of any 
couple. = 

Some of these background factors, especially ће approval of 
kin or friends, also help an individual to find a congenial com- 
panion, and to adjust to that person even before marriage. We 
should, therefore, think of the approval of kin and friends as 
having a double aspect. On the one hand it represents a kind of 
prediction that the engaged couple seem fitted for one another. 
Such circles know one or both of the individuals and judge 
whether they will fit together. On the other hand, the approval 
actually helps to bind them together, since their approval makes 
the interaction between the engaged or the married couple easier 
and more pleasant. Similarly, the length of acquaintance and the 
length of engagement may be viewed as an index of their adjust- 
ment to one another, but it is also a period of shared experience, 
during which adjustment can further take place. If a man and 
woman know one another for a long period of time, it is likely 
first of all that they have already, or acquire, common and 
mutually congenial characteristics. Next, if they stay together 
during a long period of time, their interaction has likely been 
productive or pleasant. Finally, a long period of acquaintance- 
ship ог engagement gives an opportunity either to become better 
adjusted or to break the tie. It is not surprising then that both of 
these background characteristics are associated with stability in 
marriage. Я 

The length of the engagement is in part, however, a reflection of 
still other factors. Often, for example, marriages which take 
place without any engagement at all are really forced marriages, 
and marriages based upon premarital conception are more likely 
toendin divorce. Next, short engagements seem to be much more 
e of lower-strata families, and we have already seer 
that the divorce rate is higher in such strata. Thus, a short 
engagement may be either a cause ог an effect, Finally, it seems 
likely that the length of engagement has a different social meaning 
in different strata. A very short engagement in a middle- ОГ 
upper-class stratum is more likely to be a deviant union in some 
respects than it would be in the lower strata, It at least suggests 
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that there may be background characteristics of the two couples 
that are incompatible. 4 

Throughout this and earlier discussions, the theme has been 
developed that the disorganization of a marriage is much more 
likely to occur if the couple have very different social characteris- 
tics. In nearly all the world’s marriage systems, whether marr- 
iages are arranged by elders or by the young couples themselves, 
the process of mate selection results in marriages between men 
and women who are similar to each other in a wide range of social 
characteristics, but especially with respect to family prestige and 
Wealth.7 Elders have an interest in establishing a stable marriage, 
Since they invest some of their own time and wealth in it, and 
common sense has long recognized that a young couple will be 
More compatible if they are alike in important ways. The elders 
are also interested in maintaining the prestige and financial 
Standing of their own family, and so will attempt to find a mate 
Who is the equal of the young representative of their own family. 
When marriage choice is formally free, the informal associations 
and acquaintanceships of young people are nevertheless restricted, 
So that even if they marry someone whom they fall in love with, 
they can fall in love with only the people they meet, and these 
tend to be generally of the same class level and social back- 
ground, 

The more than a hundred studies of homogamy have shown 
that the likelihood of husband and wife sharing almost any 
characteristic is greater than chance expectation, whether this 
characteristic is a physical one, such as height or color of eyes, or 
ап economic factor such as occupational background. Not alll of 
these are of great importance in marital adjustment, but a smaller 
Problem of adjustment exists when the couple can count on 

nding in each other quite similar attitudes, habits and tastes. 

IS general range of elements relates also to the factors already 
Mentioned, It is probable, for example, that those who are alike 
m тапу respects will share а similar and approving social circle. 

© selection process itself will often break up the relationship 
“tween people of very different backgrounds. 


see Burgess and Locke 


7. 
Поа Ог а summary of research оп ћотовату, 
* PP. 369-72) and Cavan (1953, р. 377). 
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Social homogamy and complementarity of needs 


One line of psychological research suggests that, though marital 
stability is higher among socially homogamous marriages, two 
individuals may be more contented in marriage if certain of their 
psychological characteristics ar2 not alike (see Winch, 1963, 
chapter 18; and 1958), The theory of complementary needs is not 
an explanation of divorce, but merely says: ‘in mate selection 
each individual seeks, within his or her field of eligibles, for that 
person who gives the greatest promise of providing him or her 
with maximum need gratification’ (Winch, 1963, p. 404). These 
needs have been developed from an earlier classification worked 
out by Henry A. Murray and include such characteristics as: 
autonomy – to be unattached; independence – to avoid or escape 
from domination and constraint; deference — to admire and praise 
а person; nurturance — to give sympathy and aid to a weak, 
helpless, ill, or dejected person or animal; recognition – to excite 
the admiration and approval of others; succorance — to be 
helped by a sympathetic person, to be nursed, loved, protected, 
indulged. (See Murray et al., 1938, chapter 3; Winch, 1963, рр. 
408-9.) Three general traits are also postulated: anxiety, emotion- 
ality and vicariousness (‘the gratification of a need derived from 
the perception that another person is deriving gratification’). 

The above list includes only part of the full classification of 
thirteen needs. Although some modification of this list may be 
necessary in the future, it includes many of the individual’s basic 
personality needs. Once the young people in a given circle of 
eligibles having similar social characteristics begin to pair off in 
marriage — ‘what Jane sees in Tom’ is not only his future earning 
Capacity or his handsomeness. What She feels is an attraction 
based upon the fact that some of her needs are gratified when she 
is with Tom. For example, if she likes to take care of people and 
Tom in turn likes to be taken care of, it is much more likely that 
they will get along well, and feel drawn to one another, than if 
both share the same need in the same quantity, 

However, the theory can be Pushed beyond the mere matter of 
choice of mate. One possible direction of inquiry, for example, 
should be a study of the extent to which people misperceive 
others’ ability to gratify given needs, especially in our own court- 
ship system, which puts a premium ona “smooth line’ and teaches 
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all of us to fit ourselves to the apparent wishes of the other. The 
dating situation creates a socially structured misperception on 
both’ sides. Long acquaintanceship and engagements are con- 
ducive to marital stability, in part because the chances of such 
misconceptions are diminished over time. 

The theory of complementary needs also throws light on 
adjustment and conflict in marriage. Individuals may fit well along 
Опе dimension, but not along another. For example, Jane may 
like to take саге of Tom and Tom like to be taken care of by | 
Jane – that is, her need for nurturance complements his need for 
succorance. However, Jane’s deference need may be frustrated by 
the fact that Tom has no great need to excite the admiration and 
approval of others. It may happen, then, that the attraction and 
the later marriage are based upon some complementary needs, 
but there may be other needs which are not well met. How the 
later situation of marriage changes the relative weight of satis- 
faction of some needs as against some dissatisfactions is a matter 
for further study. 

From this point of view, the stable marriage is likely to be one 
in which a range of the wife’s and husband’s needs are mutually 
gratified. An unhappy marriage leading to divorce may well be 
One in which some few needs are met, but others are frustrated or 
ignored, so that the union means a continued unhappiness for 
either or both persons. How far the adjustment of husband and 
Wife to the reality of their situation is generally sufficient to 
tolerate this failure of need gratification is а question yet to be 
answered, 
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Part Six 
Parents and their Small Children 


A mass of research has established that there are major differences 
socialization practices between different socio-economic 
groups. These differences have been described not only in the area 
Of child-rearing techniques, but also in methods of discipline, in 
the ways in which affection is manifested, in the kinds of use to 
which toys are put, in the ways mothers talk to their children, and 
In parental ambitions for them. A number of different 
€xplanatory variables have been proposed, but common to most 
Tecent research has been the notion that these variables do not 
Operate directly, but rather lead to the development of value 
differences which are the immediate spur and support for _ 

haviour, Kohn has been one of the most original writers in . 
this area, and in Reading 22 he elaborates this general perspective 
and suggests that the values he is discussing are a logical 
extension of variations in the father’s occupational role. It will be 
Obvious to the reader that major problems of verification remain 
to be solved in this area, but the general perspective seems sound 
enough, 


va и > 
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Social Class and Parent-Child Relationships 


М. eek > 
it {к сома, “Social class and parent-child relationships: 
re z ii Р 
aie ce ‚ American Journal of Sociology, vol. 68, 1963, 


ену is an attempt to interpret, from a sociological per- 
Many at e effects of social class upon parent-child relationships. 
aan discussions of the problem seem somehow to lack this 
ee even though the problem is one of profound _ 
Bachan for sociology. Because most investigators have 
rather ae the problem from an interest їп psychodynamics, 
attention Ж social structure, they have largely limited their 
rearing pas few specific techniques used by mothers in the 
[да 5 ants and very young children. They have discovered, 
niques ue at social class has a decided bearing on which tech- 
this berg rents use. But, since they have come at the problem from 
its ана their interest in social class has not gone beyond 
ships: s for this very limited aspect of parent-child relation- 
pee rene analysis conceives the proble: 
Problem и relationships аз ап instance 0! 
With the 3 ће effects of social structure upon 
Concept и а that social class has prove : 
ог ае it refers to more than simply educational level, 
CRAN me or any of the large number of correlated variables. 
interplay ү ul because it captures the reality that the intricate 
ife at di S all these variables creates different basic conditions of 
Social cla сец levels of the social order. Members of different 
itions rt by virtue of enjoying (or suffering) different con- 
са ife, come to see the world differently = to develop 
Opes о of social reality, different aspirations and 
iter: ears, different conceptions of the desirable. 
ople’s с 18 Particularly important for present purposes, for from 
Onceptions of the desirable – and particularly from their 


m of social class and 
f the more general 
behavior. It starts 
d to be so useful a 
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conceptions of what characteristics are desirable in children —one 
can discern their objectives in child-rearing. Thus, conceptions of 
the desirable — that is, values! — become the key concept for this 
analysis, the bridge between position in the larger social structure 
and the behavior of the individual. The intent of the analysis is to 
trace the effects of social class position on parental values and the 
effects of values on behavior. 

Since this approach differs from analyses focused on social class 
differences in the use of particular child-rearing techniques, it 
will be necessary to re-examine earlier formulations from the 
present perspective. Then three questions will be discussed, 
bringing into consideration the limited available data that are 
relevant: What differences are there in the values held by parents 
of different social classes? What is there about the conditions of 
life distinctive of these classes that might explain the differences in 
their values? What consequences do these differences in values 
have for parents’ relationships with their children? 


Social class 


Social classes will be defined as aggregates of individuals who 
occupy broadly similar positions in the scale of prestige (Williams, 
1951, р. 89). In dealing with the research literature, we shall treat 
occupational position (or occupational Position as weighted 
somewhat by education) as a serviceable index of social class for 
urban American society, And we shall adopt the model of social 
stratification implicit in most research, that 
Crete classes: a ‘lower class’ of unskilled manual workers, 4 
‘working class! of manual workers in semi-skilled and skilled 
Occupation: a “middle class’ of white-collar workers and pro- 
fessionals, and an ‘élite’, differentiated from the middle class not 
so much in terms of occupation as of wealth and lineage. 

Almost all the empirical evidence, including that from our own 
Tesearch, stems from broad comparisons of the middle and work- 
ing class. Thus we shall have little to say about the extremes of the 


t of four relatively dis- 


1. ‘А value is a conception, explicit or implicit, distinctive of an individual 
or characteristic of a group, of the desirable which influences the selection 
from available modes, means, and ends of action’ (Kluckhohn, 1951, P- 
395). See also the discussion of values in Williams (1951, chapter 11) and his 
discussion of social class and culture (р. 101). 
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class distribution. Furthermore, we shall have to act as if the 
middle and working classes were each homogeneous. They are 
Not, even in terms of status considerations alone. There is evi- 
dence, for example, that within each broad social class, variations 
in parents’ values quite regularly parallel gradations of social 
Status. Moreover, the classes are heterogeneous with respect to 
Other factors that affect parents’ values, such as religion and 
ethnicity. But even when all such considerations are taken into 
account, the empirical evidence clearly shows that being on one 
Side or the other of the line that divides manual from non-manual 
workers has profound consequences for how one rears one’s 
children.2 


Stability and change 
Any analysis of the effects of social class upon р 
Telationships should start with Urie Bronfenbrenner’s analytic 
Teview of the studies that had been conducted in this country 
during the twenty-five years up to 1958 (Bronfenbrenner, 1958). 
From the seemingly contradictory findings of a number of studies, 
Bronfenbrenner discerned not chaos but orderly change: there 
have been changes in the child-training techniques employed by 
middle-class parents in the past quarter-century; similar changes 
have been taking place in the working class, but working-class 
Parents have consistently lagged behind by a few years; thus, 
While middle-class parents of twenty-five years ago were more 
restrictive’ than were working-class parents, today the middle- 
Class parents are more ‘permissive’; and the gap between the 
Classes seems to be narrowing. 
It must be noted that these conclusions are limited by the 
Questions Bronfenbrenner’s predecessors asked in their research. 
he studies deal largely with a few particular techniques of child- 
Caring, especially those involved in caring for infants and very 
Young children, and say very little about parents over-all 
*lationships with their children, particularly as the en BION 
+ Thes i t referred to published sources, 
p ased A Бе E aT conducted. For the дер 5 
ап Tesearch and the principal substantive findings see Kohn (1959a ап ) 
‘ohn and Carroll (1960). I should like to expres my appreciation to 


Сага Ра! collaborators in this research, John A. Clausen and Eleanor Е. 
р 4 | 


arent—child 


are 
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older. There is clear evidence that the past quarter-century has 
seen change, even faddism, with respect to the use of breast 
feeding or bottle feeding, scheduling or not scheduling, spanking 
or isolating. But when we generalize from these specifics to talk 
of a change from ‘restrictive’ to,‘ permissive’ practices — ог, Worse 
yet, of a change from ‘restrictive’ to ‘permissive’ parent-child 
relationships — we impute to them a far greater importance than 
they probably have, either to parents ог to children.3 

There is no evidence that recent faddism in child-training 
techniques is symptomatic of profound changes in the relations 
of parents to children in either social class. In fact, as Bronfen- 
brenner notes, what little evidence we do have points in the 
opposite direction: the over-all quality of parent-child relation- 
ships does not seem to have changed substantially in either class 
(1958, pp. 420-22 and 425). In all probability, parents have 
changed techniques in service of much the same values, and the 
changes have been quite specific. These changes must be ех- 
plained, but the enduring characteristics are probably even more 
important. 

Why the changes? Bronfenbrenner’s interpretation is in- 
genuously simple. He notes that the changes in techniques 
employed by middle-class parents have closely paralleled those 
advocated by presumed experts, and he concludes that middle- 
class parents have changed their practices because they are res- 
ponsive to changes in what the experts tell them is right and 
Proper. Working-class parents, being less educated and thus less 
directly responsive to the media of communication, followed 
behind only later.4 

Bronfenbrenner is almost undoubtedly right in asserting that 
middle-class parents have followed the drift of presumably expert 
opinion. But why have they done so? It is not sufficient to assume 
that the explanation lies in their greater degree of education. This 
might explain why middle-class Parents are substantially more 
likely than are working-class parents to read books and articles 


3. Furthermore, these concepts employ a priori judgements about which 
the various investigators have disagreed radically. See, e.g. Sears, Maccoby 
and Levin (1957, pp. 444-7) and Littman, Moore and Pierce-Jones (1957, 
esp. p. 703), 

4. Bronfenbrenner gives clearest expression to this interpretation, but it 
has been adopted by others, too. See, e.g. White (1957). 
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on child-rearing, as we know they do.‘ But they need not follow 
the experts’ advice. We know from various studies of the mass 
media that people generally search for confirmation of their exist- 
ing beliefs and practices and tend to ignore what contradicts 
them. > 

From all the evidence at cur disposal, it looks as if middle-class 
Parents not only read what the experts have to say but also search 
out a wide variety of other sources of information and advice: 
they are far more likely than are working-class parents to discuss 
child-rearing with friends and neighbors, to consult physicians on 
these matters, to attend Parent-Teacher Association meetings, to 
discuss the child’s behavior with his teacher. Middle-class parents 
Seem to regard child-rearing as more problematic than do 
working-class parents. This can hardly be a matter of education 
alone. It must be rooted more deeply in the conditions of life of 
the two social classes. 

Everything about working-class parents’ lives — their com- 
Parative lack of education, the nature of their jobs, their greater 
attachment to the extended family — conduces to their retaining 
familiar methods.6 Furthermore, even should they be receptive to 
change, they are less likely than are middle-class parents to find 
the experts’ writings appropriate to their wants, for the experts 
Predicate their advice on middle-class values. Everything about 
middle-class parents’ lives, on the other hand, conduces to their 
looking for new methods to achieve their goals. They look to the 
experts, to other sources of relevant information, and to each 
Other not for new values but for more serviceable techniques.” 


6) in the first major study of 


5. This was noted by John E. Anderson (193 
ducted, and has repeatedly 


Social class and family relationships ever con 
een confirmed. 
„6. The differences between middle- 
Will be discussed more fully later in this paper. 
ib Certainly middle-class parents do not get their values from the experts. 
П our research, we compared the values of parents who say they read 
Pock, Gesell or other books on child-rearing, to those who read only 
Magazine and newspaper articles, and those who say they read nothing ага! 
Оп the subject. In the middle class, these three groups have substantially the 
Same values. In the working class, the story is different. Few working-class 
Parents claim to read books or even articles on child-rearing. Those few 
Who do have values much more akin to those of the middle class. But these 
ate atypical working-class parents who are very anxious to attain middle- 


and working-class conditions of life 
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And within the limits of our present scanty knowledge about 
means-end relationships in child-rearing, the experts have pro- 
vided practical and useful advice. It is not that educated parents 
slavishly follow the experts but ‘that the experts have provided 
what the parents have sought. 

To look at the question this way is to put it in a quite different 
perspective: the focus becomes not specific techniques nor 
changes in the use of specific techniques but parental values. 


Values of middle- and working-class parents 


Of the entire range of values one might examine, it seems parti- 
cularly strategic to focus on parents’ conceptions of what charac- 
teristics would be most desirable for boys or girls the age of their 
own children. From this one can hope to discern the parents’ 
goals in rearing their children. It must be assumed, however, that 
a parent will choose one characteristic as more desirable than 
another only if he considers it to be both important, in the sense 
that failure to develop this characteristic would affect the child 
adversely, and problematic, in the sense that it is neither to be taken 
for granted that the child will develop that characteristic nor im- 
possible for him to do so. In interpreting parents’ value choices, 
we must keep in mind that their choices reflect not simply their 
goals but the goals whose achievement they regard as problematic. 

Few studies, even in recent years, have directly investigated the 
relationship of social class to Parental values. Fortunately, how- 
ever, the results of these few are in essential agreement, The 
earliest study was Evelyn Millis Duvall’s (1946) pioneering 
inquiry. Duvall characterized working-class (and lower-middle- 
class) parental values as ‘traditional’ — they want their children to 
be neat and clean, to obey and respect adults, to please adults. In 
contrast to this emphasis on how the child comports himself, 
middle-class Parental values are more ‘developmental’ — they 
want their children to be eager to learn, to love and confide in the 


заш to be happy, to share and cooperate, to be healthy and 
well. 


Duvall’s traditional-developmental dichotomy does not des- 


class status. One suspects that for them the experts provide a sort of hand- 
book to the middle class; even for them, it is unlikely that the values come 
out of Spock and Gesell. 


328 Parents and their Small Children 


cribe the difference between middle- and working-class parental 
values quite exactly, but it dees point to the essence of the diff- 
erence: working-class parents want the child to conform to 
externally imposed standards, while middle-class parents are far 
More attentive to his internal dynamics. 

The few relevant findings of subsequent studies are entirely 
Consistent with this basic point, especially in the repeated indica- 
tions that working-class parents put far greater stress on obe- 
dience to parental commands than do middle-class parents, Our 
Own research, conducted in 1956-7, provides the evidence most 
directly comparable to Duvall’s (Kohn, 1959a). We, too, found 
that working-class parents value obedience, neatness and clean- 
liness more highly than do middle-class parents, and that middle- 
Class parents in turn value curiosity, happiness, consideration 
and — most importantly — self-control more highly than do 
Working-class parents. We further found that there are character- 
istic clusters of value choice in the two social classes: working-class 
Parental values center on conformity to external proscriptions, 
middle-class parental values on self-direction. To working-class 
Parents, it is the overt act that matters: the child should not 
transgress externally imposed rules; to middle-class parents, it is 
the child’s motives and feelings that matter: the child should 
govern himself. 

In fairness, it should be noted that middle- and working-class 
Parents share many core values. Both, for example, value 
honesty very highly — although, characteristically, ‘honesty’ has 
Tather different connotations in the two social classes, implying 
‘trustworthiness’ for the working class and ‘truthfulness’ for the | 
Middle class, The common theme, of course, is that parents of 
both social classes value a decent respect for the rights of others; 
middle- and working-class values are but variations on this 
Common (ћете, The reason for emphasizing the variations rather 
than the common theme is that they seem to have far-ranging 
Consequences for parents’ relationships with their children and 

Us ought to be taken seriously. 

It would be good if there were more evidence about parental 


bı 8. Alex Inkeles has shown that this is true not only for the United States 
ae for a number of other industrialized societies as well (1960, pp. 20-21 
nd table 9), 
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values — data from other studies in other locales, and especially, 
data derived from more than one mode of inquiry. But, what 
evidence we do һауе is consistent, so that there is at least some 
basis for believing it is reliable’ Furthermore, there is evidence 
that the value choices made by parents in these inquiries are пој 
simply а reflection of their assessments of their own children’s 

. deficiencies or excellences. Thus, we may take the findings of these 
studies as providing a limited, but probably valid, picture of the 
parents’ generalized conceptions of what behavior would be 
desirable in their pre-adolescent children. 


Explaining class differences in parental yalues 


That middle-class parents are more likely to espouse some values 
and working-class parents other values must be a function of 
differences in their conditions of life. In the present state of out 
knowledge, it is difficult to disentangle the interacting variables 
with a sufficient degree of exactness to ascertain which conditions 
of life are crucial to the differences in values, Nevertheless, it is 
necessary to examine the principal components of class differ- 
ences in life conditions to see what each may contribute. 

The logical place to begin is with occupational differences, for 
these are certainly pre-eminently important, not only in defining 
social classes in urban, industrialized society, but also in deter 
mining much else about people’s life conditions. There are ât 
least three respects in which middle-class occiipations typically 
differ from working-class Occupations, above and beyond theif 
obvious status-linked differences in security, stability of incom® 
and general social Prestige. One is that middle-class occupations 
deal more with the manipulation of interpersonal relations, ideas 
and symbols, while working-class occupations deal more with the 
manipulation of things. The second is that middle-class оссирӣ 
tions are more subject to Self-direction, while working-class 
occupations are more subject to standardization and direct 
Supervision. The third is that getting ahead in middle-class 
Occupations is more dependent upon one’s own actions, while 1® 
working-class Occupations it is more dependent upon collectiv® 
action, particularly in unionized industries. From these differ 


9. For a thoughtful discussion of the infi 


ү ол 
uence of occupational role 
parental values see Aberle and Naegele (1952). ee 
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Pee on aoe differences in the characteristics that make 
Bere опе: МЫ REE н middle- and working-class 
self-direction: worki 1 A a Gace E ое оро 
Tequi э rking-class- occupations, in larger measure, 
G that one follow explicit rules set down by someone in 
uthority, 
К», these differences parallel the differences we have 
Њу мыс леп the two social classes in the characteristics valued 
BE RER or children. At minimum, one can conclude that there 
iE 5 паж between occupational requirements and parental 
eS 5, moreover, a reasonable supposition, although not a 
ҮК ae conclusion, that middle- and working-class parents 
eA Кү characteristics in children because of these differ- 
ies Gb occupational circumstances. This supposition does 
cae ane assume that parents consciously train their child- 
that СЕ uture occupational requirements; it may simply be 
affected ir oya occupational experiences have significantly 
off the aoe conceptions of what is desirable behavior, on or 
These wate adults or for children.1° 

basic to 2 erences in occupational circumstances are probably 
Working-cl е differences we have found between middle- and 
ciently е BES parental values, but taken alone they do not suffi- 
EDEL xplain them. Parents need not accord pre-eminent 
К псе to occupational requirements in their judgements of 
ores ТОЗ, desirable. For a sufficient explanation of class differ- 

values, it is necessary to recognize that other differences 


(a) Occupational experiences 
however crucial they are for 
. But even those 
know something 
e in a culture in 


сна objections might be raised here. 

er Бнр fora mother's values, 1 
Mothers wh Р if she has had little or no work experience 
of occupati о ауе had little or no occupational experience 
Which осе onal life from their husbands and others, and liv 
built not eee and career permeate all of life. (6) Parental values may be 
Of the aioe out of their own experiences as out of their expectations 
explainin 5 future experiences. This might seem particularly plausible in 
typically » OE Ine class values, for their high valuation of such sterco- 
might ina fi idle-class characteristics as obedience, neatness and cleanliness 
expect 5 У а: they are training their children for a middle-class life they 
Expect (ог 25 ildren to achieve. Few working-class parents, however, do 
Jobs Гог Raa want) their children to go on to college and the middle-class 
(1953) ich а college education is required. This is shown in Hyman 

› and confirmed in unpublished data from our own research. 
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in middle- and working-class conditions of life reinforce the 
differences in occupational circumstances at every turn.* 

Educational differences, for example, above and beyond their 
importance as determinants of*occupation, probably contribute 
independently to the differences in middle- and working-class 
parental values. At minimum, middle-class parents’ greater 
attention to the child’s internal dynamics is facilitated by their 
learned ability to deal with the subjective and the ideational. 
Furthermore, differences in levels and stability of income un- 
doubtedly contribute to class differences in parental values. That 
middle-class parents still have somewhat higher levels of income, 
and much greater stability of income, makes them able to take for 
granted the respectability that is still problematic for working- 
class parents. They can afford to concentrate, instead, on motives 
and feelings — which, in the circumstances of their lives, are more 
important. 

These considerations suggest that the differences between 
middle- and working-class parental values are probably a function 
of the entire complex of differences in life conditions characteris” 
tic of the two social classes. Consider, for example, the working- 
class situation. With the end of mass immigration, there has 
emerged a stable working class, largely derived from the man- 
power of rural areas, uninterested in mobility into the middle 
class, but very much interested in security, respectability and the 
enjoyment of a decent standard of living (see, e.g. Miller and 
Riessman, 1961). This working class has come to enjoy a standard 
of living formerly reserved for the middle class, but has not 
chosen a middle-class style of life. In effect, the working class has 
striven for, and partially achieved, an American dream distinctly 
different from the dream of success and achievement. In a2 
affluent society, it is possible for the worker to be the tradition 
alist — politically, economically and, most relevant here, in his 
values for his children. Working-class parents want theif 
children to conform to external authority because the parents 
themselves are willing to accord respect to authority, in return fof 
security and respectability. Their conservatism in child-rearing 15 
part of a more general conservatism and traditionalism. 


11. Relevant here is Seymour Martin Lipset’s somewhat disillusioned 
‘Democracy and working-class authoritarianism’ (1959). 
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Middle-class parental values are a product of a quite different 
set of conditions. Much of what the working-class values, they 
can take for granted. Instead, they can — and must — instil in their 
children a degree of self-direction that would be less appropriate 
to the conditions of life of the werking class.!2 Certainly, there is 
substantial truth in the characterization of the middle-class way 
Of life as one of great conformity. What must be noted here, how- 
ever, is that relative to the working class, middle-class conditions 
Of life require a more substantial degree of independence of 
action. Furthermore, the higher levels of education enjoyed by the 
middle class make possible a degree of internal scrutiny difficult 
to achieve without the skills in dealing with the abstract that 
College training sometimes provides. Finally, the economic 
Security of most middle-class occupations, the level of income 
they provide, the status they confer, allow one to focus his atten- 
tion on the subjective and the ideational. Middle-class conditions 
Of life both allow and demand a greater degree of self-direction 
than do those of the working class. 


Consequences of class differences in parents’ values 
What consequences do the differences between middle- and 
Working-class parents’ values have for the ways they raise their 
Children? 
Much of the research on techniques of infant-and child-training 
{ 5 б 
İS Of little relevance here. For example, with regard to parents 
12. It has been argued that as larger and larger proportions of the middle 
Чез have become imbedded їп а bureaucratic way of life — in distinction’ 
0 the entrepreneurial way of life of a bygone day — it has become more 
Appropriate to raise children to be accommodative than to be self-reliant. 
Ut this point of view is a misreading of the conditions of life faced by the 
middle-class inhabitants of the bureaucratic world. Their jobs require at 


lea < x 
“ast as great a degree of self-reliance as do entrepreneurial enterprises. We 
r medium-sized entre- 


eno to forget, nowadays, just how little the small- or тес 
eneur controlled the conditions of his own existence and just how much he 
Was subjected to the petty authority of those on whose pleasure depended 
58 Survival of his enterprise. And we fail to recognize the degree @ which 
indhithie-seeming bureaucracies allow free play for – in fact кашыр 
ет vidual enterprise of new sorts: in the creation of ideas. the building o 
Pires, the competition for advancement. 
of any rate, our data show no substantial diff 
Cith ents from bureaucratic and entrepreneuria 
er social class, But see Miller and Swanson (1958). 
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1 differences between the values 
1 occupational worlds, in 


preferred techniques for disciplining children, a question of major 
interest to many investigators, Bronfenbrenner summarizes past 
studies as follows: ‘In matters of discipline, working-class parents 
are consistently more likely to employ physical punishment, 
while middle-class families rely more on reasoning, isolation, 
appeals to guilt and other methods involving the threat of loss of 
love’ (1958, p. 424). This, if still true,!3 is consistent with middle- 
class parents’ greater attentiveness to the child’s internal dynamics, 
working-class parents’ greater concern about the overt act. For 
present purposes, however, the crucial question is not which 
disciplinary method parents prefer, but when and why they us¢ 
one or another method of discipline. k 

The most directly relevant available data are on the conditions 
under which middle- and working-class parents use physical 
punishment. Working-class parents are apt to resort to physical 
punishment when the direct and immediate consequences of their 
children’s disobedient acts are most extreme, and to refrain from 
punishing when this might provoke an even greater disturbance 
(Kohn, 1959b). Thus, they will punish a child for wild play whe? 
the furniture is damaged or the noise level becomes intolerable, 
but ignore the same actions when the direct and immediate СОП" 
Sequences are not so extreme. Middle-class parents, on the other 
hand, seem to punish or refrain from punishing on the basis © 
their interpretation of the child’s intent in acting as he does. Thus: 
they will punish a furious outburst when the context is such that 
they interpret it to be a loss of self-control, but will ignore an 
equally extreme outburst when the context is such that they inte! 
pret it to be merely an emotional release. 

It is understandable that working-class parents react tO Шш 
consequences rather than to the intent of their children’s actions 
the important thing is that the child not transgress externally 
imposed rules. Correspondingly, if middle-class parents 219 
instead concerned about the child’s motives and feelings, they cap 
and must look beyond the overt act to why the child acts aS 
does. It would seem that middle- and working-class values direc 
parents to see their children’s misbehavior in quite different ways 
so that misbehavior which prompts middle-class parents to action 
does not seem as important to working-class parents, and vice 


13. Later studies, including our own, do not show this difference- 
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versa.!4 Obviously, parents’ values are not the only things that 
enter ifto their use of physical punishment. But unless one 
assumes a complete lack of goal-directedness in parental be- 
havior, he would have to grant that parents’ values direct their 
attention to some facets of their own and their children’s 
behavior, and divert it from other facets. 
The consequences of class differences in parental values extend 
far beyond differences in disciplinary practices. From a know- 
ı ledge of their values for their children, one would expect middle- 
Class parents to feel a greater obligation to be supportive of the 
children, if only because of their sensitivity to the children’s 
internal dynamics. Working-class values, with their emphasis 
Upon conformity to external rules, should lead to greater 
emphasis upon the parents’ obligation to impose constraints.!* 
And this, according to Bronfenbrenner, is precisely what has 
been shown in those few studies that have concerned themselves 
With the over-all relationship of parents to child: ‘Over the entire 
twenty-five-year period studied, parent-child relationships in the 
middle-class are consistently reported as more acceptant and 
€qualitarian, while those in the working-class are oriented toward 
Maintaining order and obedience’ (1958, p. 425). 
This conclusion is based primarily on studies of mother-child 
Telationships in middle- and working-class families. Class differ- 
ences in parental values have further ramifications for the father’s 
ТоІе,16 Mothers in each class would have their husbands play a 
Tole facilitative of the child’s development of the characteristics 
Valued in that class: middle-class mothers want their husbands to 
be supportive of the children (especially of sons), with their res- 
Ponsibility for imposing constraints being of decidedly secondary 
14. This is not to say that the methods used by parents of either social = 
Class are necessarily the most efficacious for achievement of their goals. | 
alice, The justification for treating support and constraint as the two ee 
Nsions of parent-child relationships lies in the theoretical argument o! 
рол and Bales (1955, esp. р. 45) and the empirical argument of Schaefer 
16. From the very limited evidence available at the time of his review, 
Tonfenbrenner tentatively concluded: ‘though the middle-class father 


typically has a warmer relationship with the child, he is also likely to have 


more authority and status in family affairs’ (1958, р. 422). The discussion 
те is based largely on subsequent research, especially Kohn and Carroll 
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importance; working-class mothers look to their husbands ш 
considerably more directive — support is accorded far lessimpo 
ance and constraint far more. Most middle-class fathers и 
with their wives and play a rolê close to what their wives a 
have them play. Many working-class fathers, on the other һа a 
do not. It is not that they see the constraining role as less їр 
ant than do their wives, but that many of them see no reason За 
they should have to shoulder the responsibility. From their рои 
of view, the important thing is that the child be taught what a 
he must not transgress. It does not much matter who dos 
teaching, and since mother has primary responsibility for С 
care, the job should be hers. ntal 
The net consequence is a quite different division of pare К 
responsibilities in the two Social classes. In middle-class famili di 
mother’s and father’s roles usually are not sharply differentia 
What differentiation exists is largely a matter of each parent ЕТ. 
special Tesponsibility for being supportive of children of л 
Parent’s own sex. In working-class families, mother’s and father А 
roles аге more sharply differentiated, with mother almost ам 
being the more supportive Parent. In some working-class {ап 
mother specializes in Support, father in constraint; in others, Ре 


E С Т he 
haps in most, mother raises. the children, father provides 
wherewithal.17 


17. Fragmentary data Suggest sharp class d 
Telationship that complement the differe; 
Ponsibilities discussed above. For exam 
Teports that she and her husb: 
without the children. And fe 
their wives of the burden of carj 
large, working-class fathers 5 
that of their wives; the wife has full-ti 
while the husband is free to gi 


г -wife 
ifferences in the husband: 
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ences in parent-child relationships in the two social classes with- 
Out reférence to the differences in parents’ avowed values. 


Conclusion 5 

This paper serves to show how complex and demanding are the 
Problems of interpreting the effects of social structure on 
behavior. Our inquiries habitually stop at the point of demonstrat- 
ing that social position correlates with something, when we should 
Want to pursue the question, ‘Why?’ What are the processes by 
which position in social structure molds behavior? The present 
analysis has dealt with this question in one specific form: why 
does social class matter for parents’ relationships with their 
children? There is every reason to believe that the problems en- 
Countered in trying to deal with that question would recur in any 
analysis of the effects of social structure on behavior. 

In this analysis, the concept of ‘values’ has been used as the 
Principal bridge from social position to behavior. The analysis has 
€ndeavored to show that middle-class parental values differ from 
those of working-class parents; that these differences are rooted 
in basic differences between middle- and working-class conditions 
Of life; and that the differences between middle- and working- 
Class parental values have important consequences for their 
Telationships with their children. The interpretive model, in 
essence, is: social class — conditions of life — values — behavior. 

The specifics of the present characterization of parental values 
May prove to be inexact; the discussion of the ways in which 
Social-class position affects values is undoubtedly partial; and the 
tracing of the consequences of differences in values for differences 
In parent-child relationships is certainly tentative and іпсот- 
реге. I trust, however, that the perspective will prove to be valid 
and that this formulation will stimulate other investigators to deal 
More directly with the processes whereby social structure affects 
behavior, 
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اک ا 


The family is probably the most important 
single element in the social structure. In it 
children are socialized, incomes distributed, 
and a whole range of relationships given a 
measure of protection from the outside world. 


In this volume of Readings (a companion volume 
to Kinship) Michael Anderson concentrates on 
the family in Western industrial society and is 
especially concerned to show the diversity of 
family types. But, he argues, the study of the 
family has too often gone no further than this sort 
of description – partly, perhaps, because the 
sociologist himself is inevitably emotionally 
involved with the subject. We need to develop 
new theoretical and methodological approaches 
to explain the enormous variety of relationships 
found inside the Western family. 


Sociology of the Family is organized around the 
Pattern and content of family life at crucial points 
in the life-cycle: the relationships of adults with 
their parents, siblings and wider kin; courtship; 
relationships between husband and wife; marital 
breakdown; and relationships with small children. 


Michael Anderson is Lecturer in the Department 
of Sociology at Edinburgh University. 
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